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Abstract
This study investigates the ways that second language (L2) writing specialists construct
their identities in relation to the field of L2 writing. While scholarship has employed identity as a
theoretical lens to analyze L2 writing specialists’ professional development, teaching
philosophies, and/or research practices, such research has been limited to single institutions or
teacher education programs. Through the use of a survey as well as eleven (semi-structured)
interviews, this study explicates how identities are negotiated as L2 writing specialists research
and teach across disciplinary, departmental, geographical, and sociopolitical contexts.
I first propose my own operationalized definition of a transdisciplinary identity, which I
view as contingent on a variety of factors. These include a specialist’s disciplinary background
and experiences in the field as well as her or his definition of what constitutes a multilingual
writer. I further demonstrate that teacher and researcher identities in L2 writing need to be
viewed symbiotically, for the participants of this study often related the extent to which they
considered themselves a language teacher, writing teacher, or L2 writing teacher to their research
agendas and practices.
This study additionally reveals how L2 writing specialists perceive both their
professional identities and the field of L2 writing as sociopolitically steeped and continually
negotiated. It illustrates the participants’ descriptions of the field of L2 writing, their networking
practices, and their concerns for the field’s future, further explicating how L2 writing specialist
identities are discursively constructed. From these results, I argue that L2 writing specialists
chart, negotiate, and work across multiple disciplines when performing their identities as both
teachers and researchers.
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Chapter One: Introduction
“A socially shared...field identity—not necessarily one that is defined by its boundaries but by
intellectual affinity—can help those individual traditions find a place in a larger conversation
happening outside their traditional disciplinary contexts.”
—Paul Kei Matsuda, 2013, p. 449
In 2000, specialists in second language (L2) writing began to grapple with a developing
concern for the sustainability of the field of L2 writing. In a colloquium later published in the
Journal of Second Language Writing, Dwight Atkinson (2000) posited that the field in its current
form was “dying before our eyes” (p. 2), since its major figures had thus far placed an
underemphasis on training new graduate students to conduct empirical research. Although more
optimistic, Silva (2000) and Matsuda (2000) concurred that the future of the field depended on
scholars and graduate students from across disciplines acknowledging the growing presence of
L2 writers in their institutions and recognizing the importance of research salient to their needs.
These concerns about the future of the field and their subsequent responses were fundamentally
informed by each specialist’s own institutional context(s), research experiences, and ultimately
their identity as L2 writing specialists.
In 2013, scholars again revisited the concerns of 2000 in the Journal of Second Language
Writing’s Disciplinary Dialogues section. Several L2 writing specialists argued for disciplinary
expansion that would consider L2 writers in contexts outside of simply first-year composition
(FYC) (Belcher, 2013; Kubota, 2013; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2013), but Canagarajah (2013)
proposed that the field should merge/dissipate into composition studies more broadly to account
for the increasingly flexible perceptions of the boundaries of language now shared by many
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compositionists outside of the field. In his critical response to Canagarajah (2013), Matsuda
(2013) delineated the ways that the individual disciplinary identities of the issue’s contributors
shaped their broader arguments about the field, and he argued that L2 writing studies provided a
necessary disciplinary identity to graduate students attempting to justify their interest in
empirical research. Over the past four years, this debate has remained a point of tension among
L2 writing specialists and their disciplinary counterparts in L1 composition and applied
linguistics. At the 2017 Symposium on Second Language Writing (SSLW), for example, Dwight
Atkinson and Christine Tardy proposed a roundtable that addressed two major issues confronting
the field: a growing body of translingual writing scholarship in L1 composition research and an
overemphasis on written corrective feedback in L2 writing research. A period of response from
several L2 writing scholars in the audience ensued, ultimately engendering a “stand and be
counted” scene in which individuals were asked to identify their disciplinary identities.
Dialogues such as those I have highlighted from 2000, 2013, and 2017 are likely to be
prolonged in the future, for they serve a critical role in charting and redefining the field’s identity
and axiology. During the 2013 debate, for example, Matsuda noted that having a “socially
shared...field identity—not necessarily one that is defined by its boundaries but by intellectual
affinity—can help those individual traditions find a place in a larger conversation happening
outside their traditional disciplinary contexts” (p. 449). While individual specialists from myriad
departmental, intellectual, and disciplinary backgrounds are finding their home in the field of L2
writing and working to discursively forge this socially shared identity, there is still very little
data concerning how these identities are constructed in the field. To address this gap in
scholarship, this thesis investigates the ways that L2 writing specialists construct identities in
relation to the field, and it presents the results of an international survey as well as 11 in-depth
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interviews of L2 writing specialists from across disciplinary traditions in order to illuminate the
complex ways that L2 writing specialist identity is constructed in the field of L2 writing.
This attention to L2 writing specialist identity also builds from theoretical and empirical
work on identity from across disciplines. Scholarship on language teaching has long considered
how teachers construct identities in their education training programs, through discourse with
other teachers, and/or when transitioning to new geographical or cultural contexts (Beauchamp
& Thomas, 2009; Boyle, 1997; Cheung, Said, & Park, 2015; Clarke, 2008; Duff & Uchida, 1997;
Johnston, 1999; Kirkgoz, 2007; Lasky, 2005; Santoro, 1997; Tsui, 2007; Zembylas, 2005).
Attention to the teacher identities of L2 writing specialists is a more recent scholarly
development. A few collections of critical narratives, such as Blanton’s and Kroll’s (2002) and
Cox’s, Jordan’s, Ortmeir-Hooper’s, and Schwartz’s (2010) publications, as well as a limited
number of empirical studies (Lee, 2013; Racelis & Matsuda, 2017), have begun to extrapolate
and identify how L2 writing teachers construct identities discursively, intellectually, and
sociopolitically. Even more recent are discussions salient to L2 writing specialists’ research
histories, with recent narratives and theoretical pieces (McIntosh, Pelaez-Morales, & Silva, 2016;
Matsuda, 2017; Matsuda, Snyder, & O’Meara, 2017) illuminating how some specialists enter and
construct research identities in the field.
I view these studies as having posited three major foundations for continued research on
L2 writing specialist identity. First, as Lee (2013) has argued, continued scholarship in this area
will offer valuable insights concerning the ways that new teachers respond to and examine the
“ecology of their work context” (p. 343) by indicating the contextual and departmental factors
that shape how such identities are performed through professional development in the field.
Matsuda (2017) has recently claimed that having a “label for this [L2 Writing] identity
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position is important in legitimizing the work that we do” (p. 241) as both L2 writing teachers
and researchers—opening the question as to how specialists participate in different disciplinary
and institutional communities of practice (Wenger, 1991). Racelis and Matsuda (2015) posit that
further research on L2 writing teacher identities will elucidate how teachers navigate multiple
identities as language, writing, and L2 writing teachers by alluding to the multiple disciplinary
knowledge reservoirs from which L2 writing specialists draw when negotiating their identities
in/out of the classroom. These three premises call for a more holistic approach to interrogating
L2 writing identity, and this thesis extends these conversations by generating an understanding of
how L2 writing specialists perceive their roles in their classrooms, local contexts, disciplines,
and the field of L2 writing as they transition between these contexts and network with colleagues
and professionals within and outside of the field.
1.1 Overview of Chapters
This thesis contains six chapters. In Chapter Two, I discuss the limited scholarship that
has employed identity as a theoretical lens to analyze L2 writing specialists’ professional
development, teaching philosophies, and/or research practices. I then contextualize these studies
within the historical scope of the field’s development across the disciplinary division of labor
(Matsuda, 1998), arguing that scholars’ recent moves to define the field of L2 writing as a
transdisciplinary knowledge space (Matsuda, 2013; Kim, 2017; Tardy, 2017) complicate the
ways that L2 writing identity might be investigated in relation to the field. I also present my
operationalized definition of a transdisciplinary identity—a definition I have crafted by
synthesizing conversations of transdisciplinarity and identity occurring both within and external
to the field of L2 writing. Chapter Three delineates my methodology for the current study by
describing my participant selection, data collection methods, and processes of data analysis for
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both the survey and interview components of this study. This section especially emphasizes my
motives for designing a survey and interview questions, as well as the process through which I
crafted, adapted, and implemented my coding schemes for analyzing survey and interview data.
In Chapter Four, I explicate L2 writing teacher and researcher identities by considering
disciplinary, departmental, and sociopolitical factors. I specifically interrogate Racelis and
Matsuda’s (2015) notion of the three-pronged L2 writing teacher identity and analyze how L2
writing teacher identities are negotiated as specialists move beyond teaching first-year
composition (FYC) coursework. Chapter Four also juxtaposes teacher identity with L2 writing
researcher identity, and it considers the relationships between these two identities in specialists’
work to bridge between and participate in multiple disciplines. Chapter Five additionally
contends that L2 writing specialists perceive both their professional identities and the field of L2
writing as sociopolitically steeped and continually negotiated. I cultivate this argument by
illustrating my participants’ descriptions of the field of L2 writing, their networking practices,
and their concerns for the field’s future, further explicating how L2 writing specialist identities
are discursively constructed. In Chapter Six, I discuss transdisciplinary identity as it relates to the
field of L2 writing; I conclude with implications for further research on L2 writing specialist
identity.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
“Every facet of our identities is present as we teach.”
—Anne Marie Foerster Luu (p. 98)
“Focusing on the structure of social practice and on participation therein implies an explicit
focus on the person.”
—Jean Lave & Etienne Wenger (p. 52)
In Chapter One, I described L2 writing as an “issue driven” field (Matsuda, 2013, p. 448)
dedicated to serving the needs of multilingual writers. As more scholars and institutions—both in
North America and abroad—have come to recognize the presence of multilingual students in
their classrooms (Matsuda, 2006; 2017; 2014; Matsuda, Saenkhum, & Accardi, 2013; Silva,
2013), the field of L2 writing has attracted specialists from the many disciplines concerned with
the language/writing needs of these populations. The field has in consequence expanded
significantly in scope, yet still little is known about the processes through which L2 writing
specialists come to the field, transition across these disciplines, and (most salient to the current
project) construct identities as L2 writing specialists. Examining the ways that L2 writing
specialists construct identities in relation to the field is critical both for “legitimizing the work
that we do” (Matsuda, 2017, p. 241) as well as understanding how specialists in the field of L2
writing negotiate their identities across disciplines and within/against an academic enterprise that
has only recently “come of age” (Leki, Cumming, & Silva, 2008). In this chapter, I elucidate L2
writing specialist identity by discussing how the professional literature has employed identity as
a theoretical lens for interrogating cross-contextual influences on L2 writing teacher
development. I also examine recent discussions on expertise in the field that have come to
emphasize the role of research salient to L2 writing on graduate training and the construction of
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professionalized identities. Special attention to the individual teaching and research identities of
L2 writing specialists across disciplines will advance our understanding of the ways that these
specialists perceive the field of L2 writing. To understand how these identities are negotiated in a
transdisciplinary space, I have pulled from the theoretical and methodological research of related
fields. In so doing, I also present my operationalized definition of identity in order to understand
how individuals who identify themselves as L2 writing specialists construct identities in the
field.
2.1 L2 writing teacher and researcher identity
The current literature has attempted to theorize about L2 writing specialist identity by
taking an idiosyncratic approach—choosing to define the L2 writing teacher and the L2 writing
researcher separately with only a partial eye toward the ways that these two identities
influence/overlap with one another. Until now, insights about the former have been mostly
limited to personal narratives, such as those found in Blanton and Kroll’s (2002) and Cox,
Jordan, Ortmeir-Hooper and Schwartz’s (2010) edited collections. In these narratives, the authors
often describe their academic training and current disciplinary context as vital to their
development as L2 writing teachers.
Few empirical studies have attempted to use identity as a theoretical lens for analyzing
the ways that L2 writing teachers’ disciplinary and intellectual backgrounds impact their
pedagogical practice. One of the first of these studies was Lee’s (2013) empirical research on
novice instructors in Hong Kong, which examined the effect of both discourse and a writing
teacher education (WTE) course on novice L2 writing teachers’ identity construction. Her study
proposed that, once language teachers in an English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context
completed the WTE , they would negotiate their identities by viewing themselves as L2 writing
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teachers rather than simply language teachers. The differences between new identity and a
language teacher identity in part included the adoption of a teaching philosophy that emphasized
the need to encourage students to take ownership of their own writing. She also revealed how
four teachers recognized, resisted, or succumbed to the limiting expectations of their students,
colleagues, and institutions. By drawing from participants who initially identified as language
teachers, Lee’s findings corroborate much contemporary research on language teacher identity
more generally in part by showing how L2 writing specialists’ identities are discursively
constructed (Block, 2007; Duff, 2017; Gao, 2017; Gee, 2000; Kubota, 2017; Menard-Warwick,
2017; McGriff, 2015; Motha, Jain, & Ticle, 2012; Nelson, 2017; Trent, 2015; Xu, 2017; Zhang
& Zhang, 2015). Her findings shed new light on how academic coursework and training
impacted her participants’ identities as they transitioned to viewing themselves as L2 writing
teachers.
In another empirical study, Racelis and Matsuda (2015) considered the identities of
individuals who already identified as L2 writing teachers. Drawing from both Farrell’s (2011)
and Volkmann and Anderson’s (1998) descriptions of the ways that teachers may negotiate
multiple identities simultaneously, Racelis and Matsuda proposed that L2 writing teachers
negotiate identities as “(1) writing teacher, (2) language teacher, and (3) L2 writing teacher” (p.
213). Although categorized distinctly, Racelis and Matsuda recognized the substantial overlap
between these three identities and revealed their relationship to specific knowledge reservoirs
that the teachers had accumulated through research, coursework, and teaching experience. More
significantly, their study posited that an identity as an L2 writing teacher did not replace the
teachers’ previously held identities as language or writing teachers as Lee’s (2013) study had
indicated; rather, they contributed to these identities.
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L2 writing specialists, however, are not simply teachers or instructors; most are also
researchers in an internationally recognized field. Considering L2 writing specialists’ identities
as researchers is important to understanding their pedagogical practices as well as the directions
in which they hope to move the field. The 2016 Symposium on Second Language Writing
(SSLW) took up the issue of expertise specifically, contending that the requirements for
demonstrating expertise in the field were often dependent on the specific institutional and
contextual needs of a specialist’s current disciplinary situation. A recent narrative by Kim (2017)
noted the struggles that many scholars face in “establishing a transdisciplinary research identity”
(p. 59), especially when transitioning between academic disciplines. These recent conversations
on expertise have been reconceptualized as professionalization (Matsuda, Snyder, & O’Meara,
2017), in which research and academic networking are thought to play vital roles in developing
professional identities (Adkinson, 2017; Ruecker, 2017) in addition to a recognized and dynamic
“internal social structure” (Penrose, 2012, p. 112). These concerns reflect the ongoing
disciplinary existentialism identified in 2000 and 2013 as mentioned in Chapter One and the
more recent efforts to develop sustainable practices through graduate professionalization. This
study accounts for these factors by specifically considering how L2 writing specialists’ graduate
coursework and training impacts their current research agendas and professional discourse—
opening the question as to how an understanding of emerging researcher identities might shape
future professionalization practices. This study will first consider the individual identities of my
study’s participants, which will generate a better understanding of the ways that L2 writing
specialists both operate in multiple disciplines and conceive their roles as both L2 writing
specialists and members of their respective disciplines.

10
2.2 Constructing L2 writing identities: Revisiting the division of labor
Racelis and Matsuda’s (2015) categories of language teacher identity, writing teacher
identity, and L2 writing teacher identity indicate the need for these teachers to assume multiple
professional roles and operate across disciplines, thus mirroring the dynamic, cross-disciplinary
nature of the field of L2 writing. In what follows, I will offer a brief history of the field to
highlight L2 writing’s historical development across disciplines; analyzing the field’s historical
development across disciplines is necessary for understanding how specialists construct
transdisciplinary identities in relation to it. With its seminal journal and conferences, the field has
never belonged to a single discipline, language group, or geographical region (Kaplan, 2000;
Leki, Cumming, & Silva, 2008; Matsuda, 2006; Silva, 2013). As L2 writing scholars instead
obtain a “growing awareness of the limitations of the modernist conception of disciplinarity,
which assumes that reality can be neatly divided into discrete branches of knowledge,”
(Matsuda, 2013, p. 448), the field has moved to situate itself simultaneously in composition
studies and in second language studies (Matsuda, Saenkhum, & Accardi, 2013). This gradual
transition occurred as a response to composition studies’ general disregard for the needs of L2
writers in the latter half of the twentieth century, as explicated by Matsuda’s (1999) instantlycanonized article on the disciplinary division of labor between second language studies and
composition studies. Matsuda traced the institutionalization of this division to the dispersal of the
running ESL workshop at CCCCs and the inception of the TESOL organization in 1966. He
argued that the negative implications of this schism had been sustained through the second half
of the twentieth century as L2 writing specialists flocked to TESOL while many compositionists
sighed in relief, assuming that other professionals were now responsible for L2 writers.

11
Around the same time that Matsuda historicized the field in the late 1990s, Silva, Leki,
and Carson (1997) more poignantly critiqued composition studies by synthesizing salient L2
writing research and presenting it to the largely composition-situated readers of Written
Communication. They argued that composition studies remained a “monolinguistic,
monocultural, and ethnocentric enterprise” (p. 398) desperately in need of professional
development and training in ESL research and pedagogical methods. Their criticism posed a
considerable contrast from L2 writing specialists’ astringent appraisal of the pedagogical and
research methods of applied linguists in the field of ESL in the early 1990’s, such as Santos’
(1992) essay urging ESL writing teachers and researchers to embrace the process and social
constructionist movements reshaping the work of L1 compositionists at the time. Throughout the
1990’s and into the twenty-first century, L2 writing specialists found it incumbent to persuade
both the disciplines of ESL and composition studies to benefit from one another’s research and
pedagogy: critiques that would in turn benefit the growing populations of non-native speakers of
English in their classrooms.
To pave a path forward for L2 writing specialists aiming to confront this divide, Matsuda
(1998) initially visualized the field through a symbiotic model, and later re-conceptualized it as a
transdisciplinary knowledge enterprise (Matsuda, 2013). In so doing, L2 writing joined other
young fields in assuming the transdisciplinary label as a response to academia’s postmodern and
poststructuralist leanings. Sister fields such as educational linguistics, for example, have
reconceived their work as transdisciplinary in order to reframe their research questions,
beginning their studies by locating a specific problem associated with their field (Hult, 2010) and
then pulling methodologies from across associated disciplines to interrogate such issues.
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Transdisciplinary positioning is not without its challenges, however, as specialists come
to embody individual “nexus points for multiple methodologies” (Hult, 2010, p. 27) that may
lead to difficulties articulating both scholarly and disciplinary identities (Kim, 2017; Leung,
2010) as well as pose challenges in communicating a field’s values across cultural contexts
(Boxer, 2010). For the field of L2 writing, attempts to promote commensurability within the
context of multiple disciplines shapes the ways that specialists frame their identities and
communicate their research. Kim (2017), for example, related her difficulties describing her
training in a Second Language Studies program to her new colleagues in a literature-oriented
English department, in which she debated whether to use the terms “linguist,” “L2 writing
scholar,” or “English teacher-trainer” — all of which she felt belied her transdisciplinary identity
as an L2 writing specialist.
Many scholars (L2 writing and otherwise) who navigate multiple disciplinary identities
have described their work as interdisciplinary as well. The nuanced difference between
transdisciplinary scholarship and interdisciplinary work more broadly (in relation to either field
or individual specialist identities) is critical to explicating the disciplinary division of labor as it
is manifested in the issue-driven field of L2 writing (Matsuda, 2013). Outside of the field of L2
writing, some scholars have considered transdisciplinarity as a theoretical lens through which to
conceive research. Fairclough (2005, p. 53), for example, used transdisciplinarity as a lens for
critical discourse analysis. In so doing, he offered this distinction between interdisciplinary and
transdisciplinary approaches, arguing:
A transdisciplinary approach [to research] is distinguished on the one hand from forms of
interdisciplinary research which assemble diverse disciplinary resources (theories,
methods) for particular research projects without expecting or seeking any substantive
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change in these resources or in the relationship between them as a result, and on the other
hand from aspirations towards ‘post-disciplinarity’ which do not confront the thorny
theoretical and methodological problems involved in transcending disciplinary
boundaries.
Instead, transdisciplinary methodologies are framed to consider how researchers might act as
brokers (Wenger, 1998) between the discursive tools and assumptions of specifically two
disciplines, as proposed by Fairclough (2005), in order to simultaneously develop the
professional literature/dialectics of both disciplines (Chiapello & Fairclough, 2002; Chouliaraki
& Fairclough, 2010; Fairclough, 2005). L2 writing specialists’ occasionally turbulent
relationships with the fields of composition and ESL/second language studies are reflective of
such transdisciplinary aspirations for commensurability as well as concerted efforts to avoid
problematic post-disciplinary influences, such as those Fairclough confronts. For the purposes of
this study, I am using Chouliaraki and Fairclough’s (2010) definition of the term
commensurability as “compatibility between categories in different disciplines and theories” (p.
1217). I find their definition of the term particularly applicable to the current study due to its
implied recognition of overlapping yet distinct disciplines as well as the multiple discourses
associated with those distinctions. This term will be used when I discuss transdisciplinarity in L2
writing.
The global scope of the field of L2 writing proffers special challenges to such efforts. As
a distributed community of practice (Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002), members of the
field depend on myriad tools to communicate outside of physical, face-to-face meetings. The
field has traditionally relied upon its flagship journal, the Journal of Second Language Writing
(JSLW) as well as its annual conference, the Symposium on Second Language Writing (SSLW),
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to consider its future directions, realign its research emphases, and negotiate its identity as a
field. The field has further moved beyond its distinction as situated between only two disciplines:
second language studies and composition studies. Instead, the majority of L2 writing specialists
are presently situated in the disciplines of Rhetoric and Composition, Teachers of English to
Speakers of other Languages (TESOL), Education/Educational Linguistics, and Applied
Linguistics. A growing number of L2 writing specialists in the United States are also coming
from recently designed Second Language Studies programs, such as those at the University of
Hawaii, Manoa, Michigan State University, the University of Maryland, College Park, and
Purdue University. Since each of these disciplines function in regard to distinct axiological
foundations, moves to foment commensurability have become more fraught, although still often
interrogated through the Symposium and JSLW. In the second decade of the twenty-first century,
two (loosely related) disciplinary conversations have most poignantly epitomized the lasting
effects of the disciplinary division of labor into the present condition of the field and its
associated disciplines: the conversation about the term “L2” as well as those concerning
translingual research and pedagogies.
When considering the former, our understanding of the student populations about whom
the term “L2” has traditionally referred has evolved alongside the growth and development of the
field. Early on, scholars distinguished international students, or “elective bilinguals” (Valdes,
1992, p. 93) with visas, from resident immigrant students, who voluntarily or forcibly relocated
to a community/country in which their first language was no longer sufficient for gaining social,
fiscal, political, or academic capital (McKay & Wong, 2000). Reid (1998) also differentiated
these two groups using the terms ear learners and eye learners to describe the differing
processes through which international and resident multilingual students acquire academic and/or
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conversational English (vocabularies, sentence structures, rhetorical moves, etc.). Scholars also
began to assume that the blanket L2 term referred to students learning to write in a foreign
language, such as EFL (English as a Foreign Language) learners. Many articles have also been
published on “generation 1.5” students, or students who generally study their L2 in schools in
which their L2 serves as the local lingua franca (Gilliland, 2012; Harklau et. al., 1999; Rumbaut
& Ima, 1988; Roberge, 2009). In compiling these identifiers, L2 writing specialists have always
urged caution in reductively ascribing wide-sweeping generalizations to individual multilingual
students (Ferris, 2013; Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014); instead, these terms have come to represent
the diversity of the groups to which the field of L2 writing is dedicated.
The tempered development of our understanding of the term L2 as it relates to both
specific student populations and the field that bears its name represents the field’s
transdisciplinary goals to establish commensurability among disciplines such as rhetoric and
composition, applied linguistics, TESOL, and ESL education. The 2013 disciplinary dialogue,
published in the JSLW, on the term, however, reflected the ways that such aspirations might
brush against post-disciplinary muses. The collective response to Canagarajah’s proposition that
L2 writing specialists abrogate the term L2 altogether has come to epitomize this tension.
Canagarajah justifiably concatenated the activity of writing to the field of L2 writing, but he then
moved to sever the activity of writing from its attachment to language—thus analyzing the term
L2 through a translingual lens popularly applied in Canagarah’s own scholarship as well as that
of other researchers in the discipline of Rhetoric and Composition. From this perspective, where
“dynamic interaction between resources in competence and products” is intended to replace a
view of languages as separate entities, the term and field of L2 writing no longer seemed useful
or productive (Canagarajah, 2013).
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The movement of translingualism more broadly shares these critiques. By offering an
open and largely undefined perspective on language, translingualism is seen by its associated
scholars as a line of inquiry beyond that of L2 writing, and translingual scholars have critiqued
the field, its conferences (namely the Symposium on Second Language Writing) and the JSLW as
professing assumptions about language that translingual scholars are “increasingly calling into
question” (Horner & Tetreault, 2017, p. 4). Translingualism is thus defined as a movement in
which “copresence of more than one language” is viewed as “the norm” (Horner & Tetreault,
2017, p. 5), and writing and communication are studied for the purposes of “challenging the
ideological constraints of monolingualism” (Guerra & McNair, 2017, p. 19).
Canagarajah’s foundational 2013 argument to replace the term L2 with a translingual
perspective on language was accompanied by a swift rebuttal from Matsuda (2013), who argued
that as a transdisciplinary, “issue driven” (p. 448) field, L2 writing could not simply dissipate
into composition studies. Instead, he joined other contributors (Ferris, 2013; Kobayashi &
Rinnert, 2013; Kubota, 2013) in calling for the field to embrace research topics salient to new or
emerging writing contexts, underrepresented student populations, and languages other than
English. It was unclear how Matsuda’s (2013) use of transdisciplinary differed from Kubota’s
(2013) use of interdisciplinary in the same issue concerning the authors’ joint attempts to
“dislimit” (p. 430) L2 writing. Still, their focus on the field’s benefit to the diverse needs of L2
writers (as well as new graduate students from across disciplines hoping to specialize in L2
writing-related issues) led to a growing chorus of disenfranchisement among L2 writing
specialists concerning both Canagarajah’s notion to move beyond the term “L2” and the
conception of translingualism more broadly.
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Pursuant to the 2013 debate, the term transdisciplinary has served as the epistemological
cornerstone to L2 writing specialists’ critiques of translingualism more broadly. The most
unified of these critiques came in 2015, when several of the field of L2 writing’s most notable
professionals issued a joint statement in College English on the differences between translingual
writing and L2 writing (Atkinson, et. al., 2015). Endorsed by 24 L2 writing specialists, the
statement served as an appeal to journal editors, conference organizers, and other notable
individuals associated with writing studies to abstain from conflating translingualism with L2
writing, avoid forcing L2 writing specialists to consider translingual scholarship, recognize that
scholars with expertise in translingualism might not serve as strong candidates for academic
appointments salient to L2 writers/WPA work, and use discretion when considering reviewers
for potential articles on L2 writing-focused topics. Central to their argument was an
understanding of the field of L2 writing as “an international and transdisciplinary field of study
that is concerned with any issues related to the phenomenon of writing in a language other than
the first language” (p. 384). Although again undefined, the term transdisciplinary pointed to a
collective recognition of the lasting impacts of the disciplinary division of labor as well as the
joint efforts to work across such divide in order to research about/advocate for the needs of
multilingual students.
Transdisciplinarity again appeared in Tardy’s (2017) response chapter in Horner and
Tetreault’s (2017) edited collection on translingual writing pedagogies and programmatic
designs. Although the title of the chapter itself, “Crossing or Creating Divides?: A Plea for
Transdisciplinary Scholarship” bore the term, its first mention in the chapter came when Tardy
argued that “scholarly discussions in these areas could be strengthened through a more
interdisciplinary (or transdisciplinary) approach” (p. 182), further blurring the distinctions
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between interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary ideologies. This term instead served to offer an
alternative to translingual scholarship’s idiosyncratic concatenation to high theory in
sociolinguistics, literary theory, and/or education (Garcia, 2009; Guttierez, 2008; Young, 2004)
and simultaneous oversight of language study beyond the theoretical. This argument paralleled
that of Williams and Condon (2016), who argued that translingual theory itself was not
inherently problematic, but its inability to work across the disciplinary division of labor from
composition studies to other fields, such as second language studies and ESL education,
precluded it from enjoying transdisciplinary, practical research, and pedagogical applications.
The term transdisciplinary has also appeared in most recent conversations of
professionalization in L2 writing. Ruecker (2017), for example, used the term to describe the
relationship between research and professionalism in the field, noting that “publishing as an early
career scholar is... more difficult for L2 writing scholars who engage in transdisciplinary work”
(p. 78). In the same edited collection, Kim (2017) associated her identity as a specialist, the field
of L2 writing, and her role at her institution with the term transdisciplinary, while Chamcharatsri
(2017) noted that his joint-appointment position allowed him to “grow as an L2 writing
[specialist] in the interdisciplinary world” (p. 42), further blurring the distinctions between the
terms interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary.
While the term transdisciplinary has come to both define the field of L2 writing and
combat post-disciplinary influences viewed as detrimental to its axiological purpose (Matsuda,
2014), there is still little accord concerning how the term is defined specifically in light of the
field of L2 writing. This has not prevented L2 writing specialists from using the term
transdisciplinary to define their identities in the field (Kim, 2017). Moreover, the collective move
by the field of L2 writing to embrace transdisciplinary work, research, and teaching across
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multiple disciplines raises questions as to how identities are constructed in relation to this work.
As with the interrogation of any community of practice, research must begin with attention to
individuals (Lave & Wenger, 1991), considering how specialists might construct and negotiate
transdisciplinary, L2 writing specialist identities in relation to their personal histories and
contexts. Lee (2013b) points to L2 writing teacher identities as an important starting place for
such research. She echoes Casanave’s (2012) call to examine the cross-contextual practices of
individual teachers working to implement curriculums, negotiate pedagogical philosophies, and
design assessment practices in such a way as to construct productive and avocational literacy
ecologies in light of teachers’ continually evolving institutional roles. In addition to teaching,
scholars in L2 writing have increasingly viewed research and professional development germane
to the growing corpus of publications as “the very essence of what we do in our professional,
scholarly form of life,” (Atkinson, 2017, p. 30). In response to this trend, the present study seeks
to juxtapose teacher and researcher identities in order to envisage a more holistic perspective on
the myriad ways in which disciplinary training and placement(s) influence the construction of an
L2 writing specialist identity. Through these combined emphases, I will consider how L2 writing
specialists’ identities are constructed discursively (Motha, Jain, and Ticle, 2012; Trent, 2015) as
specialists’ participate in their field—leading to a more holistic understanding of the field of L2
writing itself.
2.3 Operationalized definition of a “transdisciplinary identity”
I have developed my understanding of identity as it relates to L2 writing specialists by
tracing the ways that both the terms identity and transdisciplinary have been employed in the
professional literature to refer to the field’s specialists. As mentioned earlier, I have also
considered the work of other fields ascribing a transdisciplinary label as well as scholarship that

20
employs transdisciplinary methodologies to maintain the distinction between transdisciplinarity
and interdisciplinarity (Chiapello & Fairclough, 2002; Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 2010;
Fairclough, 2005). In the interest of understanding how L2 writing specialists construct identities
in relation to the field of L2 writing, I propose an operationalized definition of a transdisciplinary
identity; I draw from Fairclough (2005)’s notion of transdisciplinarity, as well as from recent
language teacher identity research that has highlighted the critical nature of discourse and
sociopolitical positioning in the negotiation and construction of identities (Benson, 2017; Duff,
2017; Kanno & Stuart, 2011; Liu & Xu, 2011; McGriff, 2015; Menard-Warwick, 2017; Motha,
2017; Motha, Jain, & Tecle, 2012; Pennington, 2015; Sfard & Prusak, 2005; Trent, 2015; Xu,
2012; Xu, 2017). I also view transdisciplinarity as applying to multiple fields/disciplines, rather
than viewing the term as only applying specifically to two fields/disciplines, as Fairclough
(2005) supposes. I will utilize this term as a theoretical lens for investigating how L2 writing
specialists operate within/against the field. My operationalized definition of a transdisciplinary
identity is as follows: A transdisciplinary identity is a social construction shaped by an
individual’s discursive practices, intellectual background, and sociopolitical positioning; it is
continually negotiated as specialists seek to further the scholarship of multiple disciplines while
simultaneously combating aims for the dissipation of disciplinary boundaries.
I should note here that the aim of this study is not to create an overarching Theory of
identity for L2 writing specialists, as Atkinson (2010) writes that such a modernist theory
proposes a Truth that “often becomes an end in itself” and “an oppressive end” (p. 15) at that.
This study instead aims to examine “the partial and speculative nature of theory… [which]
suggests that, instead of totalizing narratives, there are only small, locally constructed, and
locally relevant stories” (p. 13). I draw from a combination of survey and interview data to
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investigate what my participants’ responses reveal about L2 writing specialists’ experiences
negotiating professional identities. Thus this study works against positivist and even postpositivist theoretical premises (Harklau & Williams, 2010) to explore how the construction of
identity as a theory shapes the ways that L2 writing specialists approach their pedagogical and
research practices in relation to the field. This study consequently addresses the following
research questions:
1. How do L2 writing specialists construct identities as researchers and teachers?
2. How do L2 writing specialists perceive their identities in the field of L2 writing?
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Chapter Three: Method
The purpose of this study is to explore the ways that L2 writing specialists construct
identities in relation to the field of L2 writing. I conducted an empirical study that utilizes two
forms of data collection. The first was an international survey, which allowed me to recruit
participants from diverse geographical, departmental, and disciplinary contexts. L2 writing
specialists are located in different contexts and settings across the world (Kaplan, 2000), so
obtaining data using a survey is appropriate. The survey was followed by in-depth interviews
with 8 participants, which contributed rich, personal responses to the extant, dispositional trends
of the broader field elucidated by my survey. Three pilot interviews were also conducted before
the start of data collection, and the feedback from those interviews was considered alongside the
other 9 interviews. All interviews helped to illuminate participants’ complex identities. This
study follows a quan → QUAL methodological approach (Dörnyei, 2007), where quantitative
survey data foregrounds the qualitative interviews that served as the crux of this project. In what
follows, I will describe the participants for both the interviews and surveys of this study, the data
sources I utilized, and the ways that all data was analyzed.
3.1. Participants
3.1.1. Survey participants
I chose to utilize a survey in order to recruit L2 writing specialists from myriad
backgrounds and locations; I also felt that a survey would help to minimize the influence of my
own background in rhetoric and composition when selecting interview participants and refining
my interview questions. An invitation to participate in the survey component of this study was
distributed on two listservs commonly associated with the field of L2 writing: the L2 Writing
Interest Section of the Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL)
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professional organization and the L2 Writing Standing Group of the Conference of College
Composition and Communication (CCCC). Three reminders were also sent through each listserv.
Surveys were also distributed one time via individual emails to scholars who presented on L2
writing-related issues at the American Association for Applied Linguistics (AAAL) Conference,
the Symposium on Second Language Writing (SSLW), and the International Symposium on
Teaching and Researching EFL Writing in 2017. This enabled me to recruit participants from
across disciplinary and geographical contexts (see Appendix F). Data was only considered from
participants who self-identified as an L2 writing specialist by responding “yes” to the first survey
question (“Do you consider yourself an L2 writing specialist?”) (see Appendix A for survey
questions). The survey garnered the responses of 140 self-identified L2 writing specialists.
Surveys were available throughout the autumn and winter of the 2017-2018 academic calendar
year.
Survey participants ranged from established L2 writing professionals to graduate students
just entering the field. Appendix D illustrates this by revealing the self-reported years that the
participants identified as L2 writing specialists. They also came from myriad departmental
situations (see Appendix E); these numbers overlap since multiple responses were possible, as
well as because departmental titles vary among institutions. For example, at some institutions,
Rhetoric and Composition exists as a department independent of English departments, while at
other institutions, Rhetoric and Composition is housed under a broader English department.

3.1.2 Interview participants
Before the survey was conducted, I invited three L2 writing specialists to participate in
pilot interviews for this study. I wanted to conduct pilot interviews to ensure that my survey
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questions were relevant to participants’ experiences as L2 writing specialists as well as to see if
any interview questions needed to be added or jettisoned. The three interview participants were
selected due to their involvement in recent conferences on L2 writing, and because all three
participants self-identified as L2 writing specialists. Moreover, all three specialists came from
different departmental and disciplinary backgrounds. Their responses confirmed the relevance of
my survey and interview questions; I further chose to include their interview responses in the
study.
The other 8 interview participants self-reported interest in participating in an interview as
indicated on the survey. The last question of the survey (“Would you be willing to participate in
a follow-up interview?”) allowed the participants to provide their name and contact information,
and interview participants from multiple disciplinary backgrounds were drawn from those who
offered this information. In what follows, I introduce the 11 L2 writing specialists who were the
interview participants in this study. To protect their anonymity, I use pseudonyms, and I also
describe vaguely their current research foci, exact number of years in the field, and specific
departmental titles. The ambiguity of these descriptions did not impact the ways that I analyze
and report the results of participant interviews.
•

Alexander described himself as a veteran member of L2 writing, with more than
two decades of involvement and association with the field. He described his
graduate training and diplomas as in “rhetoric and composition and also
linguistics.” He is currently a full professor in an English department in the
United States in which he has served as a program administrator. In his career, he
has taught both undergraduate and graduate courses pertaining to L2 writing
theory, research practices, and pedagogy. He has published numerous books,
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articles, and book chapters on L2 writing topics, and he played an active role in
raising awareness about the needs of L2 writers at many institutions. He is also on
the editorial boards of multiple academic journals associated with L2 writing
and/or rhetoric and composition.
•

Anjelica holds graduate degrees in both Rhetoric and Composition and TESOL.
She received an additional master’s degree and undergraduate degree in an East
Asian context, which she also described as formational to her current work. She
has been involved in the field of L2 writing for over a decade, from her master’s
coursework until the present. She is currently an assistant professor in an English
department in which she serves as a rhetoric and composition faculty member.
She teaches both graduate and undergraduate courses on a variety of topics,
including L2 writing, TESOL pedagogies, and second language acquisition. She
has several publications salient to L2 writing.

•

Celeste is currently working as a non-tenure track instructor at a North American
institution, a job she accepted several years after the completion of her master’s
degree in English. She primarily works with international students. She has
collaborated with other L2 writing specialists on conference proposals and
published work on L2 writing, and she has taken doctoral coursework in both
composition studies and TESOL. She has been an active member and/or
administrator of an L2 writing-focused sub-group of a professional organization
associated with the field of L2 writing.

•

Damian is currently a lecturer at a university in China, where he teaches both
undergraduate and graduate courses on various topics related to the field of L2
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writing. He received his graduate training in Second Language Studies at a North
American institution and has also taken coursework in linguistics and rhetoric and
composition. He has published work on L2 writing topics related to both North
American and East Asian contexts. He was motivated to take a position in an East
Asian context out of his desire to better connect with his students, explaining as
follows: “it's difficult to be as effective at TESOL or applied linguistics
practitioner if you haven't lived abroad and had experience similar to the kinds of
students that you'll be working with, that you'll be researching, as far as
acclimating to a new cultural context and also acquiring and learning to use an
additional language for increasingly complex things.”
•

Dominik became interested in L2 writing issues after reading Matsuda’s (1998)
article on the disciplinary division of labor. At the time, he was pursuing his
doctoral degree in rhetoric and composition. He has been interested in L2 writing
topics ever since, and he has cultivated a diverse and extensive publication
repertoire. He currently holds an administrative position in a rhetoric and
composition program, where he teaches undergraduate and graduate courses
related to L2 writing topics as well as rhetoric and composition more broadly. He
has also worked in Europe, which he described as formational to his approach to
multilingual writers both generally and in the classroom.

•

Eva has a background and doctoral degree in TESOL, and she currently teaches
graduate and undergraduate courses germane to L2 writing, education, and
TESOL at her institution. As an assistant professor, Eva holds a joint appointment
in both an English department and an Education department. Her research
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operates at the interface of second language acquisition and L2 writing, and she
has published in peer-reviewed journals in this area. She often discussed her own
background as a multilingual speaker and writer as influential to her decision to
specialize in L2 writing.
•

Lena is relatively new to the field of L2 writing, having been introduced to the
field a few years ago at the start of her doctoral program in rhetoric and
composition. Originally from Europe, Lena completed her master’s program in
ESL education at a North American institution before beginning her doctoral
studies. She aspires to conduct research on L2 writing related topics as they
pertain to European contexts.

•

Luke received his master’s and doctoral degrees in English rhetoric and
composition, with additional training and research areas in applied linguistics and
TESOL. With over two decades of experience and association with the field of L2
writing, Luke has numerous publications and books. He has held administrative
and professorial positions at multiple institutions, and he is presently on the
editorial board for multiple academic journals. He currently teaches graduate
courses on L2 writing.

•

Masha decided to return to higher education after spending several years in
Europe and Asia, and she is currently pursuing her doctoral degree in education at
an institution in North America. She described her training and research foci as
relevant to both education and L2 writing, and she is particularly interested in
research on multilingual students in university writing centers.

28
•

Matthias accepted a joint appointment, tenure-track position at his current
institution after completing his doctoral work in English composition and TESOL.
Like Eva, he is situated in an English department as well as an Education
department. He has several publications related to both composition studies and
TESOL, and he currently teaches both graduate and undergraduate courses. He
also mentors several graduate students. He has experience teaching and
researching in both North American and East Asian contexts.

•

Meiyi’s training and current teaching are in education departments, and she
currently teaches courses on ESL education to teachers pursuing licensure in this
area. She described her teaching load as “very heavy,” precluding her from
conducting much research. She did not assume an identity as an L2 writing
specialist until taking her job at her institution, where her colleagues expected her
(as the only instructor with training in ESL) to take responsibility for the writing
development of multilingual students. Since accepting this position, she has
worked to professionalize in the field of L2 writing, conducting limited research
and attending conferences related to L2 writing topics germane to her current
institutional context.

3.2 Data sources
3.2.1 Data sources for survey
A web-based Qualtrics survey was crafted in order to solicit the responses of L2 writing
specialists (see Appendix A). The survey asked 23 questions—including five open-ended
questions and seven questions where participants rated their responses on a five-point Likert
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scale. The questions inquired about participants’ disciplinary backgrounds, pedagogical
philosophies, professional development, discursive practices at both their institution and at
academic conferences, and perceptions of the field. I left the definition of the term “L2 writing
specialist” open-ended in this survey, as I felt that defining the term in any concrete way could
reductively lead to the selection of participants who only shared my personal view of
specialization in the field.
3.2.2 Data sources for interviews
A total of 11 self-identified specialists agreed to participate, and 11 (semi-structured)
one-time interviews were conducted. Interview participants came from disciplinary backgrounds
that included Rhetoric and Composition, Applied Linguistics, TESOL, English as a Second
Language (ESL) Education, Second Language Studies (SLS), or a combination of these
disciplines. Interview participants included three full professors, three tenure-track (TT)
professors, three non-tenure-track (NTT) instructors or lecturers, and two graduate students in
the dissertation phase of their doctoral programs. To account for the global reach of the field
(Kaplan, 2000), four interviews were conducted with L2 writing specialists with teaching and/or
research experience in multiple geographical contexts; however, at the time of writing, 10 of the
11 interview participants were currently working in a North American institutional context. In
order to more fully understand the individual experiences and perspectives of L2 writing
specialists and expand upon the insights garnered from the survey, I conducted 11 interviews
with self-identified L2 writing specialists via Skype, and each interview lasted from 45-85
minutes. Following Dörnyei’s (2007) model for semi-structured interviews that use a “set of preprepared guiding questions and prompts” that are simultaneously “open-ended, and the
interviewee is encouraged to elaborate on the issues raised in an exploratory manner” (p. 136), I
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developed a protocol (see Appendix B) that was consistently implemented in each interview. I
occasionally asked my participants to expand upon/explain their survey responses unless the
participants had not taken the survey. The questions helped both the study’s L2 writing specialist
participants and myself further the conversation.
3.3 Data analysis
When analyzing responses to the five survey questions considered for this study, I used
percentages to reveal the extent to which the members of the field viewed themselves as
language teachers and as writing teachers generally, as well perception of the JSLW. Percentages
were deemed appropriate because they highlighted participants’ frequencies for each category
offered in yes/no, Likert scale, and multiple choice questions. For interviews, the audiorecordings were transcribed for all participants. I paid transcription service Rev.com or another
graduate student to transcribe these interviews, after which formal data analysis began. The
process of analyzing interview data was recursive (Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003; Saenkhum,
2016), as analysis continued throughout my time writing this thesis. To answer the first research
question, “How do L2 writing specialists construct identities as researchers and teachers,” I
developed a coding scheme that takes into account both the teacher and researcher identities of
L2 writing specialists. Following Racelis’ and Matsuda’s (2015) categories of L2 writing
specialist identities, I coded for any instance when a participant referenced her or his perception
of herself or himself as a language teacher, as a writing teacher, and as an L2 writing teacher in
light of her or his intellectual background (including disciplinary, academic, or professional
training). These included instances where participants used these terms particularly, such as
when Eva said “I think at the heart of it, I’m definitely a language teacher, because I focus on the
core skills.” I also coded less explicit conversations of teaching, such as when Eva noted, “I
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think how the main primary difference between my teaching and theirs is that I do have a focus
on looking at words and patterns of language and writing and making that explicit.” When
coding for this third category specifically, I considered Racelis and Matsuda’s proposition that
that “L2 writing teacher identity…differs from writing and language teacher identity… in its
orientation toward understanding multilingual writers’ needs” (p. 211). For example, I coded
Eva’s comment, “I think that if you look at the way that I teach my graduate courses, I still sort
of bring my L2 writing background… Maybe it’s an unconscious thing in my background that I
bring into the different context I’m being pushed into” as an instance when a participant
referenced their L2 writing teacher identity. To analyze for L2 writing specialists’ identities as
researchers, I also coded for instances where participants referenced either their published work
or their previous, current, or future research projects, drawing from my research questions. I
highlight Eva’s interview responses here to demonstrate how the entire coding scheme might
apply to a single participant’s interview.
To answer the second research question, “How do L2 writing specialists discuss and
perceive their identities in the field of L2 writing,” my goal was to analyze how L2 writing
specialists referred to their identities in relation to the field of L2 writing, as well as to their
discipline (See Appendix C for Coding Scheme). I was also interested to see if Fairclough’s
(2005) notion of transdisciplinarity (discussed in Chapter Two) would apply to the field of L2
writing. With these goals in mind, I crafted a deductive coding scheme (Polio & Friedman, 2017)
that drew directly from Fairclough’s (2005) definition. I outlined the following categories:
•

Participants’ perceptions of the disciplinary division of labor

•

Participants’ networking practices
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o

Through networking with scholars in other disciplines at the
macro/professional level

o

Through networking with scholars in other disciplines at the
local/institutional level

•

Any time participants referenced/defined the axiological boundaries of the field of
L2 writing

Deductive coding schemes are intended “for studies in which researchers have a clear sense of
what they are looking for prior to beginning the analysis or have formed a hypothesis about what
they may find… and examine data for specific concepts or themes based on research questions,
hypotheses, or prior research” (Polio & Friedman, 2017, p. 208). By using a deductive coding
scheme, I was working under the lens of prior research and theories of transdisciplinarity as
Polio and Friedman describe, so I was careful to avoid directly telling my participants to speak
about any of these three categories specifically. I instead asked participants about their
conference attendance, perception of the field of L2 writing generally, and any topics they hoped
the field would take up in the future (see interview protocol in Appendix B). Although these
three categories were linked to the theoretical, operationalized definition of transdisciplinary
identities that I defined in Chapter Two, I also recognized that, while some participants’
responses may have assumed the existence of the disciplinary division of labor in North
American institutions, most participants did not directly use this terminology. For this reason, I
adjusted the first category to say “Participants’ perceptions of the field in relation to multiple
disciplines” instead of “Participants perceptions of the disciplinary division of labor” so as to
more holistically represent the participants’ perspectives.
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To test the reliability of both coding schemes, I elicited the help of another coder, who at
the time of writing was a master’s student in a rhetoric, composition, and linguistics program and
had training and experience in research methods and qualitative analysis. I asked her to code four
interview transcripts: one of which was randomly selected from the three pilot interviews and
three of which were randomly selected from the other eight interviews. I explained each coding
scheme in detail to her at the coding session, and I also handed her print copies of each randomly
selected interview transcript. We discussed the current literature related to identity in L2 writing,
including Racelis and Matsuda’s (2015) empirical study, before coding began. We also reviewed
each category of both coding schemes in order to ensure that we had a common comprehension
of each coding scheme. I further delineated my operationalized definition of transdisciplinary
identity. I also offered an example of the first two pages of Eva’s interview transcript that I had
already coded as an example. She finished coding the four interview transcripts later that
evening, and we met to determine the reliability of the coding schemes. For the pilot study
interview transcript, we obtained 92% intercoder reliability for the first coding scheme (on
teacher and researcher identity) and 80% intercoder reliability for the second coding scheme (see
Appendix C). For the three other interview transcripts, we reached 88%, 85% and 90%
intercoder reliability for the first coding scheme, and 82%, 86%, and 76% intercoder reliability
for the second coding scheme. The following formula was used to determine intercoder
reliability:
Reliability =

number of agreements
total number of agreements + disagreements

Most initial attempts at proving interrater reliability fail to reach 80%, which Miles and
Huberman (1994) posit as a strong benchmark for securing reliable coding schemes. With only
one exception, however, interrater reliability was above 80%, at times reaching even above 90%.
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I took these strong percentages as evidence that the coding schemes were in fact reliable. I used
the first coding scheme when analyzing data for Chapter Four, and the second coding scheme
when analyzing results for Chapter Five.
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Chapter Four: Teacher and Researcher Identities
“Whether I am teaching a course for L2 writers or a course that focuses on L2 writing as a topic
or not—any course that I teach involves some pretty specific and critical focus on language
itself.”
—Dominik
“I think that continuing to study the identity of the field is important to making it sustainable.
And so that’s one line of research that I’m interested in and I think people should seriously
consider.”
—Luke
This chapter examines L2 writing specialists’ perceptions of themselves as L2 writing
teachers and researchers in relation to their disciplinary training, self-positioning, and current
departmental placement. The first section of this chapter specifically interrogates Racelis and
Matsuda’s (2015) notion of the three-pronged identity of the L2 writing teacher—general writing
teacher identity, language teacher identity, and L2 writing teacher identity—by examining how
L2 writing specialists from diverse institutional and disciplinary backgrounds negotiate such
identities. Although Racelis and Matsuda were primarily concerned with L2 writing teachers in
FYC, my study is additionally interested in the ways that participants performed these identities
when teaching both undergraduate and graduate courses and across institutional and
geographical contexts. I also asked my participants about their research identities, histories, and
interests to account for recent conversations on professionalism in the field of L2 writing that
have strongly emphasized the role of research in cultivating expertise (Adkinson, 2017;
Saenkhum, 2017). I foreground each section with the results of my international survey in order
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to contextualize the individual responses of my eleven interview participants into the broader
framework drawn by my survey data. This chapter addresses my first research question, “How
do L2 writing specialists construct identities as researchers and teachers?”
4.1 L2 writing teacher identity
This subsection draws from both survey and interview data in order to illuminate the
complex ways that participants constructed identities as L2 writing teachers across disciplinary
contexts. Results from survey Question 10 (“How would you rate your answer to the following
statement: ‘I consider myself to be a writing teacher’”) indicate that a significant majority of L2
writing specialists do consider themselves writing teachers more generally. While 66% (73) of
respondents (N = 110) strongly agreed with this statement, 25% agreed, 7% of respondents
neither agreed nor disagreed, and 2% disagreed. When asked Question 11 (“How would you rate
your answer to the following statement: ‘I consider myself to be a language teacher’”), only 46%
(N = 110) of respondents strongly agreed, although 40 % indicated that they agreed.
Interestingly, 9% of those surveyed neither agreed nor disagreed, and 5% of participants
disagreed. No participants strongly disagreed with either statement. In addition, thirty survey
participants responded to other questions on the survey, but did not respond to these two
questions. These responses mostly confirm Racelis and Matsuda’s (2015) qualitative findings
that L2 writing teachers possess identities as both language teachers and writing teachers. The
varying degrees to which participants rated their responses to these questions also indicate that
the majority of L2 writing specialists do not feel equally confident in these two identities.
Interview data further complicates the relationships among language, writing, and L2
writing teacher identities by revealing the ways that L2 writing specialists draw from their
disciplinary backgrounds to construct unique identities as teachers. When one participant, Eva,
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selected “writing” as her language cognate within her larger TESOL degree, she was able to take
courses in L1 rhetoric in composition. The knowledge gained from these classes ultimately
served as the foundation for her identity as a writing teacher. However, when asked how she had
negotiated her disciplinary identity in her postdoctoral work, Eva responded, “I think at the heart
of it, I’m definitely a language teacher, because I do focus on the core skills.” Eva ultimately
regarded her writing teacher identity as a subsect of her overall language teacher identity, and
both of these identities contributed to the ways that she described her perceptions of herself as an
L2 writing specialist:
I think that if you look at the way that I teach my graduate courses, I still sort of bring my
L2 writing background… Maybe it’s an unconscious thing in my background that I bring
into the different context I’m being pushed into.
Eva approached her TESOL courses with the knowledge that her training in L2 writing could
benefit her students conducting work across language cognates. Other scholars such as Iida
(2017) have discussed the ways that they employ their L2 writing background when teaching
general English courses to undergraduate students outside of FYC. Eva’s performance of her
identity as an L2 writing specialist—even in upper-level undergraduate and graduate level
courses on a variety of topics and to myriad student populations—furthers this discussion by
attesting to the cross-contextual and malleable nature of L2 writing teacher identity.
Although speculatively unconscious, Eva’s positioning mirrored that of another
participant, Matthias, who intentionally incorporated the strategies he learned when pursuing a
master’s degree in TESOL into his FYC courses designed for L2 writers. As Matthias discussed
his teaching of composition, he continually described his classroom as a “multi-skill” learning
ecology in which all four language skills (speaking, listening, reading, and writing) were
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emphasized. When asked if his disciplinary background influenced this philosophy of teaching,
Matthias was quick to cite his master’s coursework:
In TESOL, we always talked about connections. We talked about how one skill can
enhance the others: that reading and writing always go hand-in-hand, but that writing and
speaking can also go hand-in-hand as well. So I see the connection between these
multiple skills, and I think that if I don’t use this space for my students to practice these
skills, it’s a loss of opportunity for my students to learn.
Matthias’ responses reflected his overall perception of himself as a language teacher who both
specializes in and teaches writing, and his four-skills approach compares to two of of Racelis and
Matsuda’s (2015) participants, Ben and Emily. Ben sought to include “critical reading,
intercultural competence” (p. 209) and other skills, such as oral presentations and note-taking
into the classroom. Emily viewed her classroom as a “space for targeting her students’ language
needs as a whole” (p. 210), also designing her curriculum to emphasize oral and verbal
communication skills in addition to writing. Even in the context of FYC, Mattias’ concerted
effort to link writing tasks to presentations, group discussions, assigned readings, and portfolio
presentations ultimately stemmed from his training in TESOL. He referenced his use of
innovative, personally designed materials for concatenating writing to the other skills, such as
multimodal projects on poetry writing, as a vital way that he performed this identity. This
confirms Hadfield’s (2017) notion that the “ability to select additional materials or to create them
is a fundamental factor in developing teacher identity” (p. 254). In so doing, he explained his
attempts to balance his sensitivity toward the needs of L2 writers beyond syntax—including
explicit instruction on intertextuality, plagiarism, and rhetorical features—with his desire to help

39
his students improve their language skills in light of the expectations for English fluency
“prominent in almost every classroom.”
One participant, Anjelica, shared Matthias and Eva’s disciplinary backgrounds in TESOL
and composition studies, but her current position as an assistant professor in the English
department of a large research university precluded her from teaching courses that enrolled a
majority of multilingual students. She instead taught a combination of graduate and upper-level
undergraduate courses on L2 writing theory and research methods as well as courses related to
language acquisition. Since her courses primarily emphasize pedagogy and research, Anjelica
felt that it was “difficult to say” how she perceived herself as a teacher of writing and language.
She did recall embracing identities as both a language teacher and writing teacher during her past
teaching of composition. In her current teaching, she mainly felt herself drawing from her
training in L2 writing more broadly—especially in terms of assessment. When discussing her
graduate courses, for example, she said:
Even though I don’t teach writing in that course, I incorporate my training [in L2
writing]. For example, I tend to be very explicit in my instruction and what I want to see
from my student assignments. I try to be transparent with my grading criteria and
expectations for what each piece of writing should include.
By employing these assessment techniques, Anjelica was able to help her (primarily L1) students
improve their writing ability and fix some language issues without deviating from the theoretical
and content emphases of her upper-level courses on L2 writing and TESOL.
It is worth noting that Anjelica, Eva, and Matthias share similar disciplinary
backgrounds. Both Eva and Matthias accepted joint appointment positions at four-year
institutions in English and Education (TESOL) departments, and both viewed themselves
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primarily as language teachers who specialized in writing. While Eva viewed her teaching of
graduate-level TESOL courses as the place to synthesize her disciplinary identities, Matthias
perceived the L2 writing FYC classroom as his site for doing so. These specialists’ similar selfperceptions as both language and writing teachers reiterate the significance of disciplinary
training on one’s L2 writing teacher identity; Anjelica’s interview responses envisage the limits
of such an impact. While Anjelica reported teaching classes germane to both of her graduate
degrees, her institution’s policies restricting assistant professors from teaching the lower-level
classes and FYC courses for multilingual writers caused her to perceive dissonance between her
L2 writing specialist identity and her identity as a writing and language teacher. When
juxtaposed, the responses of Anjelica, Eva, and Meiyi indicate that disciplinary training and
current context both serve key functions in the construction of an L2 writing teacher’s identity.
L2 writing teacher identity also translated differently among participants with
backgrounds and/or placements in education (general or ESL) departments, where participants
often expressed considerably more comfort with the label “language teacher” than “writing
teacher.” Similar to Matthias and Eva, Meiyi viewed her composition teaching as part of her
larger role as a language teacher. When discussing her initial interest in L2 writing, Meiyi
described the moment that she “realized that writing itself was a part of language acquisition
studies” during her doctoral work in ESL education. Although she came to view herself as an L2
writing specialist through the mentorship from/coursework with a primary figure in the field of
L2 writing, she commented that she did not embrace a role as a writing teacher until joining the
faculty of a different education department:
I came into L2 writing with an ESL slant, so anything related to ESL in K-12 is what I
considered… I wouldn’t consider myself a writing teacher, but I think I’ve been given
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that label by the department that I work in just because they are at a loss as to what to do
with [multilingual writers]. So, I guess someone had to fill that gap, and the closest
person was me.
Meiyi was equally concerned with all of the language cognates during her graduate
training. Another participant, Masha, conversely sought to target L2 writing related issues from
the start of her graduate work in an education program. She entered her doctoral coursework
“looking at how language teaching was changing in classrooms with increasingly multilingual
populations,” which ultimately prompted her to conduct research on L2 writers’ participation and
experiences at university writing centers. As she progressed through this research in her doctoral
coursework, Masha recognized that she needed more training in composition studies. She noted
the major differences among she and her composition colleagues’ approaches to teaching L2
writing, so she sought out conversations with them in the writing center. She discussed her
current professionalization practices:
When I teach in the department now, I feel like the L1 compositionists are doing
something really different than what I do. So I learn from them, and we share especially
because we’re in the writing center together. We do professional development workshops
where people focus on stuff like rhetorical style and how to teach first year composition
generally, and then we ESL people give workshops on things like grammar components.
It’s not a class, but I definitely learn from them.
Now in the dissertation phase of her doctoral work, Masha felt nearly as confident in her identity
as a writing teacher as she did in her identity as a language teacher. Similar to Meiyi, who took
several L2 writing-focused courses in the composition department at her institution, Masha’s
identity as an L2 writing teacher was strongly influenced by professional development
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opportunities outside of her department, such as these workshops offered by professors in
composition studies. In addition, Masha’s attempts to expand the scope of her community of
practice illuminates the ways that L2 writing specialists construct their identities as teachers in
reference to their specific institutional and disciplinary contexts. While Racelis and Matsuda’s
(2015) teacher participants constructed their identities as they discussed their pedagogical
aspirations with their community of specifically FYC teachers, Masha negotiated her identity as
an L2 writing specialist by opening and sustaining avenues for communication and constructive
discourse between her education department and the composition program. For Masha, engaging
in legitimate peripheral participation in multiple institutional and disciplinary communities of
practice (Wenger, 2000) further allowed her to develop confidence in ascribing to her language,
writing, and L2 writing teacher identities respectively.
A perceived dearth in composition training within education departments was most
evident when another participant, Lena, described her transition from a master’s in education to a
doctoral program in rhetoric and composition. When asked to describe her perceptions of herself
as a writing teacher, Lena immediately recalled her training and academic development:
I got my master’s degree in teaching ESL, and I started teaching at different community
colleges. I taught some European students online as well. So I realized there is a need to
know how to teach writing, and I’ve never really been taught writing. When I got my
ESL degree, I taught the general language skills, but I felt like writing skills were kind of
left out.
Lena’s decision to pursue a Ph.D. in rhetoric and composition studies was singularly motivated
by her desire to receive training in the teaching of writing and to develop expertise in the field of
L2 writing. As she engaged in L2 writing-specific coursework and taught FYC courses enrolling
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multilingual student populations, Lena reported assuming an identity as an L2 writing specialist
that privileged her identity as a writing teacher over that of a language teacher. Her current
teaching interests included business writing and writing across the disciplines, and she felt that
these foci allowed her to concentrate on students’ writing without emphasizing language
instruction. Thus while the interviews of Meiyi, Masha, and Lena cannot engender widesweeping conclusions about writing instruction within education departments, they do expose the
idiosyncratic influence of disciplinary training on an L2 writing specialists’ comfort and
confidence in her or his language teacher/writing teacher identities.
While all of the previously discussed participants felt confident in their identities as
language teachers and L2 writing specialists, other participants regarded their identities as
language teachers turbulently, at times rejecting an identity as a “language teacher” altogether.
Coming from a program that blended Rhetoric and Composition with TESOL, Celeste’s training
in composition studies had almost entirely focused on L2 writing-related topics, and she
perceived no difference between her identity as an L2 writing specialist and as a writing teacher
more generally. Since her program had not afforded her opportunities to take coursework or
teach classes on language-related topics other than writing, Celeste did not feel that she
possessed an identity as a language teacher:
I don’t think I am qualified to be a language teacher. Maybe that’s because I’ve never
taught English as a language. I didn’t teach English; I’ve never taught English literature
classes either. I do know there are more language teachers oriented in second language
writing than there are in other conversations about linguistic diversity.
Although Celeste was aware that other L2 writing specialists considered themselves
language teachers, she felt that her (lack of) training precluded her from assuming this label. This
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sentiment was reiterated by other participants with similar backgrounds. For example, Dominik,
who identified as both a rhetoric and composition faculty member and L2 writing specialist,
initially dismissed the notion that he was a language teacher. He instead hypothesized:
I would probably consider myself more of a language teacher if I were working with
students whose English proficiency and comfort with English were far lower than the
students I’m working with at the University. I teach about language a little bit. In a lot of
my classes, even in some of my FYC classes, I’ve taught about critical approaches to
language. But I wouldn’t say that I’m a language teacher per se.
Dominik’s responses echo Celeste’s attempts to sever composition theory and pedagogy
(especially when applied to FYC contexts) from language teaching more broadly. They also
point to a divergent view of L2 writers’ linguistic needs: while participants such as Matthias and
Lena viewed the multilingual students enrolled in their FYC courses as requiring language
support, Dominik and Celeste both viewed their multilingual students—in FYC as well as other
courses—as highly competent and proficient. This influenced the ways they perceived their
teaching as both inherently L2 writing focused yet lacking explicit language teaching.
Even when Dominik taught English courses in EFL contexts, such as at his institution’s
sister school in East Asia, he did not view himself as a language teacher. While he did help his
students improve their syntactic fluency by offering limited explicit instruction and written
corrective feedback on language issues such as cohesion, transitionatory phrases, etc., he avoided
doing so unless he witnessed recurring errors in his students’ writing. He viewed his position on
error correction as indicative of his identity as a writing teacher but not a language teacher, yet
when asked how his teaching was informed by L2 writing research and theory, he hedged:
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I think the main way that it informs my teaching is—whether I am teaching a course for
L2 writers or a course that focuses on L2 writing as a topic or not—any course that I
teach involves some pretty specific and critical focus on language itself. And I know that
I said awhile ago that I’m not a language teacher. And I think when most people ask that
question they imagine lower level EFL students or students like that. But what I mean
when I say I’m a teacher of language is that any course I have involves conversations
about, readings about, or assignments that focus on language and those parts of language:
syntax, typical linguistic considerations, that I consider to be really rhetorical.
Dominik’s distinction here between the titles “language teacher” and “teacher of language”
reveal a critical disconnect between himself and his peers concerning the reductive connotations
that he associated with the term “language teacher.” Dominik’s responses at first appear to
directly contrast those of participants such as Eva, Matthias, and Meiyi, who comfortably
professed identities as language teachers. They also complicate a dominant presupposition in the
current literature, specifically that “SLW [Second Language Writing] is offered for and as
second language acquisition or learning” (Zhang, 2013, p. 446). Dominik’s eagerness to address
issues of multilingualism and myriad theories of language, even in FYC contexts, enabled him to
both view specialists with those viewpoints as colleagues and squarely plant his teaching within
the scope of L2 writing. He even focused on conversations salient to L2 writing-related issues
when teaching graduate classes outside of the field, such as a graduate seminar on classical
rhetorics. Toward the end of the interview, he noted the following: “It’s really difficult for me to
go an entire semester without focusing on language. And I think that I credit my background in
L2 writing with that.”
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Although Dominik’s and Celeste’s willingness to focus on questions of language in their
courses as well as correct recurring errors in their students’ writing were quite similar to the
pedagogical practices of the study’s other participants, their perceptions of their identities as L2
writing specialists contrasted greatly both in terms of their identities as writing teachers as well
as L2 writing researchers (which will be delineated in the next section). This stark difference is
directly attributed to both their definition of multilingual writers generally and of L2 writing
proficiency specifically, which largely grew from both participants’ training in rhetoric and
composition. As noted by Matsuda (2012), the belief that writing programs do not want their
instructors to comment on or teach grammar “seems to reflect the general attitude toward
grammar instruction in the field of rhetoric and composition” (p. 146). Junqueira and Payant
(2015) have similarly noted that the outcomes of a composition program strongly impacted the
ways that a participant, Kim, approached the teaching and feedback on certain language issues.
In the present study, Dominik and Celeste are both positioned in composition programs, and they
appear to be walking a fine line between drawing from their L2 writing identities to hold
critically engaging conversations about language with their students while also expressing a
similar hesitation to describe themselves as language (and especially grammar) teachers.
Celeste’s and Dominik’s consideration of proficiency, perceptions of multilingual
writers, and even understanding of the term “L2” contrasted the most sharply from those of
Alexander, Luke, and Damian—three of the participants of this study with disciplinary
backgrounds in both Rhetoric and Composition and Applied Linguistics. These differences
ultimately shaped the ways that these participants viewed their identities as L2 writing teachers,
for neither felt comfortable in defining themselves as a language teacher. In his interview,
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Alexander offered a complex view of multilingual writers in reference to his identity as a
language teacher. He began describing L2 writers by who they were not:
Second Language Writing doesn’t address are people with nativized varieties of
English.We’re not going to teach Indians who are basically native speakers of an Indian
variety of English. It all depends on the issue of what you consider to be a second
language.
Alexander cited both his academic training and his collaborative work with colleagues in World
Englishes in his decision to exclude students who speak languages in addition to a nativized
English from the label L2.
He instead chose to perceive the term L2 writer (and its application to specific student
populations) by considering his departmental context as well as his view of the professional L2
writing literature:
And a second language is one that I would say that you don’t learn as a child growing up.
Basically, I think Second Language Writing is for people who have both a limited
proficiency in English and who have, or perhaps have a limited experience in writing, per
se. But I would say, more often it’s the case of people with low proficiency. In other
words, somebody may be an international student, but if they’re scoring on the TOEFL
110, 115, 120—I mean, those aren’t second language writers. But that’s a sort of tough
distinction to make. But it has to do I guess with proficiency, in my case in English, and
also prior writing experience.
With a view of L2 writing as particularly salient to people with low proficiency and/or limited
prior writing experience in a previous language, it is not surprising that Alexander accepted
“language teacher” as a major component of a larger “L2 writing teacher” identity. Alexander
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atavistically tied this view to his initial entrance into the field in the 1980’s, when he began to
consider the writing needs of the international students in his English courses without the benefit
of the “critical mass” of scholarship engendered by the field of L2 writing in its present form and
maturity. His view of himself as a writing teacher originated from his deliberate choice/struggle
to pursue questions of writing in a doctoral program that emphasized rhetoric, and it extended
into his doctoral work in linguistics and career as an L2 writing teacher and researcher. In his
current teaching of graduate courses on L2 writing, research methods, and other classes relevant
to the field, Alexander works to train his students to help meet both the writing and language
needs of L2 writers.
This aim was shared by another participant, Luke, who teaches similar graduate courses
for students from multiple academic departments. For Luke, his identity as an L2 writing teacher
meant receiving training and considering the research of scholars from across disciplines,
including applied linguistics, TESOL, and rhetoric and composition. Although he only teaches
upper-level courses, Luke mused:
Well, you know, once a writing teacher, always a writing teacher, right? So whenever I
teach a course, I end up modeling the kind of feedback, the kind of attitude toward
writing—talking about the writing process, talking about language issues—through my
feedback and through the pieces of advice that I give to my students.
Luke’s decision to couple feedback on the writing process and language issues—even when
assessing the writing of graduate students with considerably high levels of English proficiency—
exemplified his belief that L2 writing teachers work as both language and writing instructors. He
also posited that he performed his identity as an L2 writing teacher through the graduate teaching
associates he trained, acknowledging teacher training/mentoring as legitimate L2 writing
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teaching even if not directly involving the work of L2 writers with lower degrees of proficiency
in a second language.
While Alexander and Luke primarily teach graduate courses in Rhetoric and Composition
and Second Language Studies departments respectively, Damian felt that his placement in an
English Language Institute (ELI) at an institution in the People’s Republic of China allowed him
to cultivate his L2 writing teacher identity in a way that contrasted from many of his North
American colleagues. He especially felt that his context allowed him to obtain a special and
necessary understanding of his students’ backgrounds and experiences working/writing across
contexts, arguing:
It's difficult to be an effective at TESOL or applied linguistics practitioner if you haven't
lived abroad and had experience similar to the kinds of students that you'll be working
with, that you'll be researching, as far as acclimating to a new cultural context and also
acquiring and learning to use an additional language for increasingly complex things.
Operating in an EFL context, Damian viewed his L2 writing teacher identity as sociopolitically
motivated. As mentioned in Chapter Three, he purposefully applied to work a university abroad
in order to better foster a sensitivity toward the needs of his multilingual students, and this
translated into the ways that he perceived his identities as a language teacher and writing teacher.
He further perceived his students’ efforts to improve their writing abilities as indicative
of their investment in advancing their proficiency in English, and his teaching thus sought to
synthesize explicit instruction on syntax with critical and theoretical approaches to rhetoric and
writing at the macro level. He said that the term “literacy acquisition” best suited this combined
writing/language teaching effort, for he felt that the term encompassed his dedication to
improving students’ English literacy specifically on multimodal platforms and in EFL contexts.
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In this section, participants’ accounts have reflected the pivotal roles that academic
training and current teaching opportunities play in shaping the ways that these L2 writing
teachers construct their identities. Matsuda (2017) has recently acknowledged that language
teacher identities and writing teacher identities are developed differently (perhaps as a result of
the disciplinary division of labor still extant in North American institutions), noting, “language
teachers who teach writing have traditionally seen themselves as language teachers, and writing
teachers who work with second language writers often consider themselves as either writing
teachers or language teachers” (p. 243). While the participants of this study at times fit into this
framework, their interview responses also illustrate complex histories of disciplinary training and
departmental placement that have come to define the ways that L2 writing specialists refer to
their teaching. They also confirm the multifaceted nature of teacher identity (Hadfield, 2017;
Matsuda, 2017) while problematizing the notion that L2 writing teachers’ identities as language
and writing teachers translate similarly across the major disciplines associated with the field of
L2 writing.
Two major factors fomented diversity among participant’s self-described identities as L2
writing teachers. The first of these centered around the responsibility these participants assumed
for improving their students’ syntactic fluency as well as for correcting lexio-grammatical errors.
The second concerned the participants’ individual definitions of L2 students. Eva, Matthias,
Meiyi, Masha, Alexander, and Damian all defined L2 writers as those needing improvement in
their language abilities and without complete fluency in their second language. Pedagogical
approaches to addressing language issues varied, from Matthias’ four-skills approach to teaching
English composition to Damian’s multimodal strategies for helping students detect dissonance in
their writing. These participants entered the field and matured as L2 writing specialists in
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different disciplinary contexts, including rhetoric and composition, education, second language
studies, TESOL, and applied linguistics. While these different disciplinary backgrounds certainly
influenced the specialists’ pedagogical choices, they also indicate that specialists from any
discipline associated with the field of L2 writing identity can construct L2 writing teacher
identities by drawing from identities as language and writing teachers. These interviews also
reveal that participants may feel more confident in their identity as either a language teacher or a
general writing teacher, even as they confidently ascribe to an identity as both an L2 writing
teacher and specialist.
For those participants with the longest tenure in and association with the field of L2
writing (from 10 to 25+ years), administrative positions and teaching assignments that largely
included graduate courses complicated these identities. While Anjelica felt herself drawing from
her L2 writing teacher identity in these courses, especially when considering writing assessment
and pedagogical techniques, she perceived dissonance between her individual language and
writing teacher identities. Luke and Alexander both performed these identities through their
teacher training, recognizing that their graduate students would learn from their strategies for
teaching language and writing skills and transfer them to their own FYC classrooms. Luke even
referenced his identity as a writing teacher when describing his teaching of graduate seminars.
His “once a writing teacher, always a writing teacher” mantra drove him to model the kinds of
writing feedback he believed that L2 writing specialists should offer their students. For
Alexander, his singular teaching of graduate students had virtually no impact on his identities as
a language and writing teacher, as it was assumed that his choices as a writing program
administrator (WPA) and graduate instructor were consequential of these identities. Thus L2
writing specialists from across disciplinary backgrounds may view themselves as writing,
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language, and L2 writing teachers regardless of their current student populations, although
departmental context still influenced these identities.
When a participant was singularly trained and/or placed in one discipline associated with
the field of L2 writing, she or he was the most likely to reject ascribing to an identity as a writing
teacher or a language teacher generally. Meiyi’s training and placement in education gave her
confidence in her identity as a language teacher. She had taken coursework in L2 writing during
her doctoral studies, and she ascribed to a broader identity as an L2 writing specialist as a result
of departmental positioning. Still, she did not perceive herself to be a writing teacher in the
general sense. On the other end of the spectrum, Celeste and Dominik confidently referred to
themselves as L2 writing specialists while rejecting identities as language teachers. While
Celeste grounded this choice in her perceived lack of training in language teaching, Dominik
wanted to distinguish himself from teachers of L2 students with lower proficiency levels. These
unique instances of identity positioning did not foment major differences between Celeste,
Dominik, and Meiyi’s pedagogies and those of the rest of this study’s participants. Instead, these
divergences manifested themselves more significantly in these participants’ approaches to
research and perceptions of the field, which I discuss below.

4.2. L2 writing researcher identity
In this subsection, I synthesize the results of survey and interview data by describing the
factors that these participants found most influential to their construction of identities as L2
writing researchers, noting how and if these identities were negotiated as participants published
research, changed contexts, and perceived gaps in the field’s primary research foci. Recent
theories of language teacher identities have suggested that one’s values as a teacher “consciously
or unconsciously inform either one’s approach to research, or to the interpretation of the
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research” (Leibowitz, 2017, p. 75). The quantitative data and qualitative interview excerpts
presented in this section demonstrate the ways that participants considered both their values as
teachers and relationships with others in their discipline(s) in order to forge complex and
occasionally turbulent research identities, leading to divergent perspectives of the field of L2
writing as a whole.
As I discussed in Chapter Two, greater attention has recently been afforded to the ways
that L2 writing specialists cultivate research profiles as part of their aspirations to professionalize
in the field. The theme of the 2016 Symposium on Second Language Writing took up the
question of expertise in L2 writing, encouraging scholars to work against the binary that
expertise was either fully realized or unobtained (Eick, Fields, & Matsuda, 2017). L2 writing
experts from both research-focused and teaching-focused institutions, as well as writing centers,
English language institutes, and other contexts, argued at SSLW 2016 that expertise must be
determined in light of a specialist’s context. They did so by both complicating the notion that L2
writing specialists can only exist as teacher/researchers and resonating Wenger’s (2000) theory
of legitimate peripheral participation. As expertise continues to be reconceptualized as
professionalization (Matsuda, Snyder, & O’Meara, 2017), much of the professional literature
continues to assume (disseminated) research as a key component of developing expertise and
professionalizing as an L2 writing researcher, although this research is understood to be
contextually driven. However, only 70% of survey participants (N = 140) reported that they are
conducting research germane to the field of L2 writing. Although a variety of factors could
explain why the other 30% are not currently conducting research—including heavy teaching
loads (Cummins, 2001), institutions that discourage research (Borg, 2017), and/or lack of
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training in research methodologies—these findings reveal that many scholars do feel comfortable
identifying as specialists in the field despite lacking a current research agenda.
Regardless of their research progress, most survey participants relied upon a combination
of seminal and current L2 writing research when receiving their training. Indicative of the
research foci of the field more broadly, the professional literature often points to the prominence
of the Journal of Second Language Writing as evidence of that the field of L2 writing has come
of age (Leki, Cumming, & Silva, 2008; Silva, 2013; Zhang, 2013), and the journal is widely
perceived as vital to the identity of the field. However, survey results reveal that specialists may
not perceive their individual research identities as linked to their field’s journal. When asked
survey question 8, (“How would you rate your response to the following statement: ‘I regularly
consult articles from the Journal of Second Language Writing when conducting my own
research’?”), 30.77% of respondents (N = 140) strongly agreed and 35.04% agreed. However,
23.93% neither agreed or disagreed with this statement, and 10.26% either disagreed or strongly
disagreed. While these results cannot be taken to minimize the influence and importance of the
Journal of Second Language Writing by any means, they do reveal that L2 writing specialists
may construct research identities separate from the primary research premises delineated by the
field’s flagship journal.
Interview participants’ responses further revealed the ways that L2 writing specialists
negotiate identities as researchers by drawing from their academic backgrounds, intellectual
identities, and departmental situations. For example, graduate student participants generally
contextualized their identities as researchers by describing the ways that their work contributed
to their local context. As a doctoral candidate, Masha had already passed her comprehensive
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exams and published an article in a peer-reviewed journal, yet she felt hesitant to claim that she
was actually contributing to the broader field of L2 writing. She demurred:
I don’t know if I feel like I’m contributing to the field at this point, but it’s a nice
thought! It’s a nice idea to be contributing to the field, and I guess it’s I guess it’s like,
I’ve really just published this one article. I’m working on another one about writing
centers, so that’s not ESL. I don’t know. I feel my contributions are pretty local at this
point. I don’t really feel like I’m contributing to the field yet.
Lena was also reluctant to claim that her work was directly contributing to the field of L2
writing. Instead, she linked her research foci to her teaching of multilingual sections of FYC.
When discussing her research for her dissertation, she cited the influences of both those
pedagogical experiences and her personal background:
I have a really huge interest in learning about writing and then bringing that into
a classroom and helping my students. As an L2 writing specialist and as a non-native
speaker and writer, I think I bring, I think we bring, we think more about language. We
feel will our students more. We know what it means to learn that writing skill. We went
through that. And we know how painful it can be, so I’m doing something with that in
my dissertation.
While graduate student participants were actively pursuing research agendas grounded in L2
writing—at times even publishing in refereed journals—they felt more comfortable describing its
impact on their local context than claiming that it directly contributed to the field.
In reference to pedagogy, language teacher identity theorists (Donato, et. al., 2015) have
examined the ways that emerging professionals in the fields of TESOL and applied linguistics
prioritize the ability to “specialize in one area but also [be] connected to broader concepts that
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may be applied to one’s own research” (p. 226). This approach translated to the ways that many
L2 writing specialist participants viewed their research as well. Most specialists with both full
time positions (tenure-track or non-tenure-track) and more experience in the field usually
described their research in terms of its contribution to an underreserched topic in their discipline
and/or in the field of L2 writing. Eva frequently referred to herself as one of the only people
within both her discipline and in L2 writing that focused on her research “niche.” She stated:
I think I’ve kind of had a more narrow focus to my research; I still am really gravitated
to lexical issues in writing, so kind of bringing in my interests. And I continue to when I
go to conferences: I target second language writing to keep up with that and to learn kind
of what’s going on now in the field whenever I can. I have been to AAAL, the American
Association of Applied Linguistics Conference, but I think my identity doesn’t work so
well there because it is so very theoretical. Still, I try to have a somewhat unique niche in
those two conferences.
By crafting this focus, Eva worked to participate in the field, even if this meant that she had to
work to justify her research to a greater extent in a conference associated with her discipline.
In a similar manner, Damian had cultivated a narrowed research focus in the field of L2
writing, but he was also concerned with how his findings might extend the conversations on
writing extant in his geographical region. He explained:
As far as L2 writing research, I've just kept going with the algorithm of research,
because it is a gap, and we're speaking to teaching and supporting literacy acquisition,
and specifically L2 literacy acquisition in EFL context. You do see [my research focus],
especially in East Asia and Southeast Asia, but you also see an acknowledgement that

57
they can't just be a copy of what's worked in America or what's worked in Western
Europe.
Damian found himself participating in a variety of conversations germane to his field and
discipline. While language teacher identity theorists such as Pennington (2015) have described
the ways that language teachers—and specifically those trained in TESOL—construct global
identities by situating their pedagogies within “an international orientation and experience
related to global trends,” (p. 25), Damian’s identity as an L2 writing specialist motivated him to
both adapt and contribute to these global discourses. By maintaining a concerted effort to publish
his work in journals indigenous to the Asia/Pacific region as an outgrowth of his work in a
Chinese institutional context, Damian moved from “widening [his] pedagogy by connecting [his]
instructional identity to a global identity,” (p. 25) to widening his research profile to
simultaneously account for both his region and the global scope of the field.
Anjelica also mentioned both her institutional context and her specific research niche in
L2 writing when explaining her past and present research. Situating her current work at the
interface of writing program administration and L2 writing, she noted the ways that she targeted
different journals when submitting her work:
Because I am a researcher, I work to contribute my research, this new knowledge to the
field... I look at different journals, like for example CCC, and then TESOL and the
Journal of Second Language Writing. And I also look at Journal of English for Academic
Purposes. And WPA, too of course.
This broad range of disciplinary and professional research foci was representative of Anjelica’s
multifaceted role at her institution. In addition to administrative work, she also offered courses
for students from education, rhetoric and composition, and linguistics programs.
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Like Anjelica, Damian, and Eva, another participant, Celeste, felt that her research
addressed a gap in the professional literature, but she was more concerned with how her work
related/benefitted her discipline and institution. She framed her research in the following terms:
My whole project is about how multilingual, international students mediate their
academic writing. I’m practical and maybe that's why I like the L2 writing identity,
because it feels like it's very much based in both theory and practice—I just like the
practice aspect of it.
Although each of these participants felt that their work occupied an underrepresented
space in L2 writing research, they viewed their research’s contributions to the field differently.
Eva had already published three articles in refereed journals on topics relevant to the field, yet
she still felt as though she could not fully identify as an L2 writing researcher:
I think that I still have a couple of hurdles to get through. I think once I get published in
the Journal of Second Language Writing, I’ll finally feel like I made it, and maybe my L2
writing identity will finally be complete.
Although Eva emphasized earlier in the interview that her training in L2 writing was sufficient
for her research aims, she still felt that her unsuccessful attempts to publish in JSLW prevented
her from fully realizing an identity as a researcher.
Celeste similarly felt that both her research and teaching contributed to her identity as an
L2 writing specialist, but she felt ambivalent about its role within the professional literature:
I have resisted thinking about my research as contributing to the field of L2 writing,
because I think that the research that we do as L2 writing specialists is applicable to the
broader field (of Rhetoric and Composition). When I put my proposals into CCCCs, I
often will not put language as one of the things, even though they are all about language.
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These intentional choices to distance herself from her professional field of L2 writing are
inextricably tied to the ways that Celeste discursively constructed her identity as a specialist,
which I will discuss further in Chapter Five. However, Celeste’s negotiation of her identity as an
L2 writing researcher reflected her primary desire to situate her L2 writing work “at the center”
of composition studies broadly while still relying heavily upon research published in her
“favorite” journal, the JSLW. Thus a view of composition research as mainstream and L2 writing
research as isolated and undervalued defined Celeste’s identity as an L2 writing researcher. She
also feared that positioning her research in the broader corpus of L2 writing research would
reduce her work’s potential impact for improving the experiences of students at her institution,
arguing, “I just don't think it serves the students here” to do so.
Matthias conversely constructed his identity as a researcher when sharing his work with
other L2 writing specialists, especially at the SSLW. He recalled:
I started to see how people presented the work. How presentation like you know took
place and was done. So it helps me shape my identity as a specialist in how I view the
field. I have to know my work and know the literature of my work. So that I can actually
like talk and deliver and make connections with people who are there.
By describing his researcher identity as influenced by participation in an L2 writing conference,
Matthias performed his identity by “doing” the work (Wenger, 2000) of his target community of
practice and by engagement with other professionals. While all of the specialists interviewed
here listed their research as a critical part of their work and often as an extension of their
sociopolitical goals as an L2 writing specialist, the extent to which they felt that their work
actually contributed to the field was as diverse as their individual research foci.
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Those participants with the longest histories in the field were more concerned with
broader disciplinary and field discourse in the ways that they framed their published articles and
texts, cultivated researcher profiles, and crafted empirical, historical, and theoretical projects. As
their research histories generally predated the inception of the field’s primary infrastructure, they
professed sharing these interests from the start of their careers. Luke described the ways that his
initial research served to call attention to the needs of multilingual writers:
Initially, I wanted to publish in top-tier, high-profile journals in composition primarily,
in order to raise the awareness of L2 writing issues: in order to legitimize the topic. So I
chose CCC, I chose Written Communication and what else? And then when I have
something relevant, other journals were an appropriate choices for me. So it had more to
do with which audience I wanted to reach.
Presently, Luke felt that “the awareness is there” in the broader disciplines; instead, he described
his current, negotiated goals for the field by suggesting:
I think the field needs to kind of map out what people do outside of the classroom
context, both learning and using L2 writing so that we will have a much broader
understanding of what it is that we are trying to teach and where students are going and
so forth.
He also discussed the field’s future in light of the research documenting its present goals and
trajectories:
I think the field has kind of reached a point of stagnation a little bit. Most of what we
need to know about writing—how it’s taught and how it’s learned—you know, we kind
of already learned and we’re refining it. Maybe it’s the life-cycle of a field, that after you
established it all to an extent, we keep refining it and keep looking at more context-
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specific issues rather than trying to lay out the general principles... I think that continuing
to study the identity of the field is important to making it sustainable. And so that’s one
line of research that I’m interested in and I think people should seriously consider. And
this is the kind of work that I call ‘metadisciplinary.’
Thus Luke’s past, present, and future research aims were described in relation to those of the
field as a whole. They reflected a preponderant concern for the field’s stability and sustainability
while still maintaining an emphasis on how the field might continue to serve L2 writers across
contexts.
Describing himself as a “hermeneutical researcher,” interested in testing new models for
comparing L1 and L2 composition, Alexander also initially wanted to raise awareness of the
needs of multilingual writers. He noted his concern with the longevity of the field, relaying the
ways that he attempted to assure that sustainability through his research:
What I’m about is infrastructure: about putting things into place that are going to
continue on their own...So that’s sort of when I came into the game. And in retrospect—I
don’t know if I was thinking about this at the time, some of it was conscious planning—
but how do we build infrastructure for this field?
He accomplished this goal through his fundamental participation in different conferences,
publication venues, etc. He also related that his role as a mentor and co-researcher with his
graduate students contributed to this sustainability:
I do work in lots of other areas too, but that’s usually with graduate students. And they
typically aren’t in my projects. I mean, some advisors say here’s the kind of thing we do.
That’s not my interest. I’m more interested in finding out what they want to do and it’s
not philanthropy, it’s just that I find it more interesting to see new things in people’s
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dissertations rather than stuff I already do. That’s taken me in lots of different directions,
some which I have been enthusiastic about, some which I haven’t.
Privileging his students’ interests and helping them realize their research aspirations through
collaborative, often empirical research projects allowed Alexander to encourage a new
generation of L2 writing researchers to engage and progress the field.
The sustainability of the field also motivated much of Dominik’s research, but his most
pressing concerns for L2 writing differed in some ways from those of Luke and Alexander. First,
he worried about the field’s penchant for certain lines of research:
I’d really like to see L2 writing become more engaged with some theoretical work. There
are a couple of folks in the field who have not shied away from it. Dwight Atkinson is a
great example of the kind of theoretical work and at times a little speculative work.
Actually looking at some pieces outside of L2 writing for either some different
perspectives on the research questions that always seem to come up.
For Dominik, these kinds of theoretical and novel research foci were necessary for the field’s
continued growth and applicability toward the needs of multilingual writers. However, he
expressed concern that the individuals primarily inhibiting the field from realizing these goals
were L2 writing specialists themselves:
There have been times that I’ve been a little bit worried that it’s easy for the field to
continue to ask the same questions over and over. Replication is really important, but
asking new questions is also really important. I feel like, when new questions have been
posed or suggested, people have gotten a little anxious with them. They’ve said, “We’ve
gotten away from the core of what we do. We need to be focused on helping students
write better.” And there are times when I get a little bit frustrated because I don’t know
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what “helping students write better” means all the time. You know? So I would love to
see more of a drive to do really innovative research in the field.
To Dominik, this innovative research meant considering theories from other disciplines,
attending conferences outside of those commonly associated with the field, and crafting research
projects applicable to multiple disciplines—especially Rhetoric and Composition.
4.3 Conclusions
This chapter considered the ways that L2 writing specialists construct identities as
teachers and researchers by considering institutional and disciplinary, as well as specialists’
individual histories in and perspectives of the field of L2 writing. By juxtaposing survey results
with the individual interview responses of my 11 participants, I have confirmed Racelis and
Matsuda’s (2015) proposition that many L2 writing specialists do claim to possess identities as
both language teachers and writing teachers, extending these findings to novel institutional and
geographical contexts. Especially significant is that these identities translate to some extent to L2
writing teachers outside of FYC contexts. Even when teaching graduate students, students in
departments other than English, or native speakers, L2 writing specialists felt themselves
drawing from and/or performing their identity as an L2 writing teacher. However, I have also
complicated this framework by arguing that the construction and performance of these identities
are often highly contingent on individual specialists’ disciplinary backgrounds and situations.
Moreover, participants’ assumptions concerning which students constitute “multilingual writers,”
as well as the perceptions of the needs of those writers, were often grounded in their disciplinary
training. These beliefs in turn shaped the ways that participants assumed identities as language
teachers and writing teachers (or abstained from doing so).
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When discussing participants’ identities as researchers, each scholar framed her or his
research agenda in terms of which communities she or he wished to participate. Graduate student
participants, for example, expressed hesitation in claiming that their research (published or
otherwise) contributed to the field of L2 writing, instead opting to frame their researcher
identities in light of their participation in their immediate, institutional context. While teacher
identity theorists have posited that “local, socio-educational contexts” (Duff, 2017, p. 173) are
vital to the negotiation of language teacher identities generally, these findings reveal that young
specialists also heavily consider these local contexts when establishing new identities as
researchers as well as teachers. Other participants’ work to create distinct research niches in both
the field and their disciplines is indicative of their desire to participate in cross-disciplinary work,
which will be further discussed in Chapter Five. Scholars with the longest histories in field were
further concerned about the field’s sustainability, considering how their research might extend
the field’s scholarly impact and enable new members from across disciplines to participate in L2
writing’s important and extant discourses. It is important to note that, while L2 writing research
has been recently defined by its ability to contribute to a broader “intellectual network”
(Matsuda, 2017, p. 243) of L2 writing scholars, these participants always considered their
discipline (e.g. Rhetoric and Composition, TESOL, and/or ESL Education) when designing and
conducting research as well—at times even resisting the notion that their research directly
contributed to the field of L2 writing. The specialists’ perceptions of their disciplinary peers’
acceptance and interest in their work strongly influenced both their research decisions and their
appreciation for/critiques of the field.
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Chapter Five: Constructing Identities across Disciplines
“It means that in order to do work really well in this field, part of your effort always has to be to
try to find ways to speak and write across that divide, [the division of labor,] and it often feels
like you’re trying to please more than one master.”
—Dominik
“Being a small field and being a relatively new field, I think we should be like a sponge and
absorb everything we can, but make decisions on whether that’s useful for us or not.”
—Alexander
This chapter revisits the disciplinary division of labor explicated by Matsuda (1999)
nearly two decades ago by discussing L2 writing specialists’ perspectives on this division as well
as its influence on the ways that they construct identities as L2 writing specialists. Due to the
highly situated nature of these participants’ responses, this chapter adopts a descriptive approach
(Saenkhum, 2016) in order to discuss participants’ identities as well as their view of the field on
their terms.
Grounded in recent discussions of transdisciplinarity highlighted in Chapter Two, this
chapter is particularly interested in 1) the ways that interview participants perceived the field in
relation to multiple disciplines, 2) their descriptions of their personal, professional roles in
ushering commensurability in multiple disciplines, and 3) their perceptions of the field of L2
writing’s axiological boundaries. In each of these foci, I sought to interrogate how such
perceptions shaped participants’ identities in relation to their disciplines and the field of L2
writing. None of my interview questions (see Appendix B) asked participants about the
disciplinary division of labor or included the words interdisciplinary or transdisciplinary.
Neither did they mention the debates about post-disciplinarity in the field (e.g. the term L2,
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translingualism, etc.) described in Chapter Two. Still, all of the L2 writing specialists’
interviewed referenced these topics organically when discussing their processes of
entering/forging a new identity in the field of L2 writing and/or their professional contributions,
development, and positioning. Explicating these results, then, will aid in engendering a better
understanding of the term transdisciplinary as it relates to both the identities of L2 writing
specialists and the field of L2 writing itself. These results further call for the revisiting of
Matsuda’s (1999) article published nearly two decades ago, for they envisage the ways that the
disciplinary division of labor still frames L2 writing specialists’ processes of identity negotiation
in 2018, answering this study’s second research question: “How do L2 writing specialists discuss
and perceive their identities in the field of L2 writing?”
5.1 L2 writing specialists’ perceptions of the relationships between L2 writing and their
discipline(s)
Matsuda (1999) historicized the disciplinary division of labor twenty years ago, but the
ramifications of this divide are still poignantly salient to the identities of all of this study’s
participants. Those with the longest history of work in the field viewed this schism as their
primary motivation for entering/expanding the field initially, driving them to develop their
intellectual repertoires and research agendas across the multiple disciplines now associated with
L2 writing.
For Alexander, work across disciplines defined his research from his graduate
coursework to the present. He noted:
I guess I could say that most of my work was either doing some kind of comparison
between first language writing and second language writing or trying to put second
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language writing in a larger context that would make sense and that would help people to
broaden their scope.
He viewed the divide between L1 and L2 writing as both an an obstacle and catalyst to crafting
innovative methodologies and inciting productive conversations. In his dissertation for a joint
Rhetoric and Composition and TESOL/Applied Linguistics program, for example, Alexander
idiosyncratically highlighted the needs of multilingual writers in First-Year Composition courses
by utilizing empirical research methods—an approach that received significant pushback from
some disciplinary colleagues and superiors at the time. When discussing his doctoral research on
L2 writing, he recalled, “it was sort of rejected by mainstream composition because it was
cognitive and sort of scientific and they’re sort of allergic to that, so. Things moved over to sort
of identity politics. This is where things are.” From his graduate studies onward, Alexander
negotiated his work and identity as an L2 writing specialist against the identity politics that both
motivated and circumscribed his research and efforts to develop the field.
Alexander also noted that the vast majority of L2 writing specialists have come from nonNorth American geographical contexts in spite of the North American contextual focus of L2
writing research. This working knowledge of the field’s global scope allowed him to perceive L2
writing as a field spanning composition studies and applied linguistics as well as other
disciplines, such as EFL education and second language studies, as they are manifested in
different geographical regions. He also participated in conferences and published on L2 writing
in venues associated with North American, European, and Asian contexts. He justified these
choices:
People in L2 studies really didn’t and still don’t know too much about writing. And
people in Rhetoric and Composition really don’t know too much about language or
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language teaching. So that’s been my general focus. I try to be a bridge between those
two areas… I’ve learned a lot from the areas that I’ve worked in, from Language Studies
and Linguistics and from Rhetoric and Composition and even from Theory and Cultural
Studies. So that’s my way of thinking about it.
While these disciplinary differences initially posed a challenge to Alexander’s graduate research,
requiring him to defend his dissertation topic and methodology to composition studies, he now
viewed them as an opportunity for him to negotiate his identity as an L2 writing specialist
against continually expanding disciplines and a globalizing field.
Similar to Alexander, Luke began conducting L2 writing work before the inception of the
field’s professional infrastructure (the Symposium on Second Language Writing, the Journal of
Second Language Writing, etc.). Through a combination of networking, coursework, and
publications, Luke worked to carve a research and teaching agenda that spanned across the
disciplines associated with L2 writing. He recalled:
People weren’t paying attention; I felt the need to do more of it. My view of the whole
field—my vision, that L2 writing is something that is situated in both writing studies and
language studies—I had to articulate that vision in order to say ‘I’m not an outsider at
writing conferences. This is what I do here.’ And then at language conferences, where
writing was neglected, I also had to kind of emphasize that as well.
As he developed his research and professional profile, Luke felt that his work had definitely
impacted (transformed) the field, and he perceived his work in various disciplines differently
than he had both in his graduate studies and toward the start of his academic career. Luke often
contextualized these differences in reference to the trending conversations of composition studies
and applied linguistics, which I will discuss in the third section of this chapter.

69
Although Luke also recognized the ways that ideological differences/preferences among
scholars across disciplines had (to a limited extent) circumscribed his work in the field, his
methods for approaching them within the context of L2 writing were twofold: by articulating the
field’s history and through participation in disciplinary dialogues, which he described in the
following terms:
[Continuing] to study the identity of the field is important to making it sustainable. And
so that’s one line of research that I’m interested in and I think people should seriously
consider. And this is the kind of work that I call metadisciplinary.
For Luke, bridging the disciplinary division of labor required theoretical and empirical
metadisciplinary research, charting the field’s future directions in light of its historical
development.
Another participant, Dominik, was similarly motivated to enter the field after reading
Matsuda’s (1999) article about the disciplinary division of labor. Although his institution did not
have anyone working on L2 writing related topics at the time, Dominik continually considered
how his composition coursework might inform his interest in the field. He also independently
studied research methods in applied linguistics in order to obtain a greater understanding of how
to approach investigating L2 writing-related issues from across methodological perspectives. In
so doing, he—like Alexander and Luke—viewed himself as a bridge between primarily rhetoric
and composition and L2 writing, but also between applied linguistics and other related
disciplines. When discussing his current research agendas, however, Dominik lamented the
continued existence of the disciplinary division of labor:
As long as we often say that we are interdisciplinary, you often run into boundaries of
disciplines at the levels of departments or things like that. The boundaries or the division
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of labor as Paul [Matsuda] called it between L2 writing and Rhetoric and Composition
has if anything gotten a little more pronounced over the last several years, and I’m kind
of sad about that.
While Alexander and Luke expressed tempered optimism concerning field’s growth in
consequence/in spite of the division of labor, Dominik feared the fossilization of the divide
despite his work across disciplines.
The division of labor also engendered perceived dissonance between participants and
their disciplinary colleagues. In many cases, participants’ difficulties in navigating this divide
through research paralleled the struggles of scholars in other transdisciplinary fields such as
educational linguistics, where researchers report feeling isolated as “nexus points for multiple
methodologies” (Hult, 2010, p. 27). Dominik expressed such isolation in the following terms, “it
means that in order to do work really well in this field, part of your effort always has to be to try
to find ways to speak and write across that divide, and it often feels like you’re trying to please
more than one master.” Dominik even admitted that he felt envious of his colleagues who could
position their work entirely within the scope of one discipline or field, noting that his colleagues
conducting classical rhetorical projects or strictly rhetorically-concentrated archival studies
rarely had to justify their work’s sociopolitical impact or methodological positioning.
Similar to Dominik, Meiyi coveted her colleagues’ abilities to train and publish without
confronting the identity politics associated with work across disciplines. Unlike Alexander,
Luke, and Dominik, however, she did not reference the divisions between L1 and L2 writing, or
those between rhetoric and composition and applied linguistics. Meiyi instead detailed her
struggles to study, research, and teach across the division between “ESL writing” and other
concentrations within education more broadly:
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[L2 writing specialists] wear a lot of different hats. I was very envious of other people
who were going through their [education] program; the world is very cut and dry for
them. It’s black and white, and they just didn’t seem to have the same identity questions
or they just didn’t seem to have the angst that this field supports.
Meiyi consistently found herself having to articulate L2 writing research, as well as the
pedagogical trends indigenous to rhetoric and composition and TESOL, to her colleagues in
education broadly. This posed the greatest challenge to her doctoral work, and she noted “I feel
like the English and ESL should have been talking more to each other.”
Some specialists also viewed identity politics (related to disciplinary differences) as
promoting dissonance between themselves and the broader community of L2 writing specialists.
For example, Dominik reported struggling to articulate his research to his colleagues in L2
writing in addition to those in his department and discipline. When he described his current
research project, he noted, “I probably wrote it in such a way that L2 writing people might pick it
up and say ‘I don’t really recognize this as the work of L2 writing,’ you know? So it’s like, that’s
been a very tough balance to strike.”
Dominik’s responses here parallel that of Ruecker (2017), who described his struggles
learning to navigate the differing expectations of composition- and applied linguistics-focused
publishers when submitting prospecti for his first book project as well as an edited collection. In
a similar manner, Dominik felt the need to recursively adjust the terminology and theoretical
framing of his current research/book project in order to position this work firmly in rhetoric and
composition studies. He perceived these sociopolitical choices as reflective of his aspiration to
ease the discursive and axiological boundaries extant between rhetoric and composition and L2
writing, even if this meant diverging from discourses common to L2 writing.
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Celeste also felt disconnected from her L2 writing peers. At the time of our interview,
Celeste had just chosen to label herself as a “multilingual writing specialist” rather than an “L2
writing specialist” on her business cards for her department. This decision was not grounded in
the debate over the term L2 as disseminated in the Journal of Second Language Writing and
discussed in Chapter Two, but rather the notion that the term isolated her from her peers in the
broader discipline of rhetoric and composition. She contended that the majority of the choices
she made concerning how to position herself, her research, and her identity were linked to this
fear of marginalization:
I think the specialties are important, but I think sometimes there's a danger in cutting
yourself off by how you label your discipline. Or spending too much time justifying that
your discipline should be a discipline.
Celeste instead felt cautious about engaging in the discourse of the broader community of L2
writing—through publications, self-positioning, conference attendance, or otherwise—perhaps
because she felt that positioning herself as an L2 writing specialist actually perpetuated the
disciplinary division of labor. She instead wished to see the research and pedagogical practices
of the field move from “the margins” of composition studies to a more preponderant position
within rhetoric and composition more broadly. Unlike Luke, who viewed “metadisciplinary”
discourse as vital to the field’s development, Celeste generally avoided such discourse, in favor
of more local discussions with her colleagues about L2 writing at her institutional context: a
decision again motivated by her desire to position herself firmly in composition studies.
Highlighting conversations at her institution about higher education broadly, Celeste postied, “it
just strikes me that it’s really important for L2 writing specialists, people who know about the
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things we know about as a field, to be at those conversations, and not as just as the representative
for a particular kind of student.”
Specialists working in joint-appointment positions did not describe substantial disconnect
from their peers in different disciplines; they instead had developed strategies for communicating
their transdisciplinary work to colleagues across departments,which they viewed as generally
successful. Matthias described these shifting identities in the following terms, “So I position
myself here in education as a TESOL person, when I am in the English department, in the
meetings, I wear a hat of L2 writing specialist. Because that’s where I have voice in that
conversation.”
Matthias’ shifting titles exemplify what language teacher identity theorists such as Duff
(2017) describe as the “negotiated and socially produced” nature of identity in relation to “local
socio-educational contexts” (p. 173). This negotiation, Duff argues, is necessary in order for
professionals to operate in multiple discursive contexts. Matthias viewed his joint position as an
opportunity to participate in multiple disciplinary conversations germane to the field of L2
writing, so he did not describe this process of negotiation as an obstacle to be overcome to the
same extent as the participants previously mentioned. Unlike Celeste and Dominik in particular,
Matthias felt that his work and association with the field of L2 writing more broadly afforded
him the ethos in his English department, and he stressed the connections between L2 writing and
TESOL to frame his work within an education department.
In her similar joint-appointment position, Eva found that her colleagues in multiple
disciplines both respected and valued her work with multilingual students, but that they also
possessed little motivation for considering L2 writing scholarship themselves. She described her
institutional role in the following terms:
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I feel that, because we have so many international students in our classrooms, they see
me as the mysterious giver of the magic solution for what they need. And also when we
have different department meetings and committee meetings, they always want to bring
me or one of my colleagues in to talk about [international students]. They say, ‘well you
tell us what we should do for our multilingual writers.’
She continued:
So in a way it kind of is nice to feel I’m needed in many different capacities in my
university, it gives me job security but then in a way too it makes me feel very
misunderstood because sometimes, they kind of think that what I do is magic or that I
speak 20 languages and that I’m translating, so I kind of feel needed but yet also a little
bit misunderstood.
Eva never described a need to justify her work in L2 writing, nor did she struggle to articulate
her association with the field. Still, she felt misunderstood by her colleagues who possessed an
awareness of the struggles that multilingual students faced in their classrooms and lacked
motivation to to entertain any changes beyond simple solutions. As one of the few L2 writing
specialists in each of the programs associated with her joint appointment, Eva was not only
tasked with being the “giver of the magic solution” to L2 students’ language issues, but she also
often worked the sole bridge between multiple departments tasked with meeting the needs of her
institution’s international and resident multilingual populations. The findings reflected here build
upon those of Lee’s (2013) study. Her participants Cindy, Alice, and Betty, found themselves
struggling to negotiate the division of labor, which Lee defined as “how roles are distributed
within the community,” (p. 332). Lee’s three participants felt the need to undertake the highly
politicized task of confronting colleagues and institutional policies that promoted a single
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“perfect writing,” while Eva conversely perceived the disciplinary division of labor as forcing
her into a place of oversimplified representation for the pedagogical needs of all multilingual
writers.
As graduate students, Masha’s and Lena’s responses differ from more established
scholars by revealing how students who wish to specialize in L2 writing must often make
concerted efforts to seek out coursework and research opportunities across disciplines. Like
Meiyi, who also came from an education program, Masha’s positioning in an education
department drove her to enroll in courses outside of her department, allowing her to construct a
reputation in her education department for bridging language issues and composition theory. She
mentioned:
It’s not a department that’s designed for [L2 writing]. Like I’ve kind of created it. So in
the school of education—the department that I’m in—there are a lot of international
students who are there. To be working on language is not the most common thing, and so
I think I’ve developed a little bit of a reputation for that.
Like Masha, Lena felt that she needed to take coursework outside of an education department in
order to specialize in L2 writing, but she faced several obstacles to doing so during her master’s
program. In response, she pivoted from a master’s in education to a doctoral program in rhetoric
and composition. Only after she entered this doctoral program did she feel as though she could
actually focus on writing, noting ‘My training in L2 writing started basically the moment I
started my Ph.D.’
Lena’s and Masha’s descriptions of their graduate school experiences drew similarities to
those of Luke, Alexander, or Dominik, who also took coursework in other disciplines in order to
specialize in L2 writing. While the latter received their training before the inception/prominence
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of the Journal of Second Language Writing, SSLW, etc., Masha’s and Lena’s responses reveal
that the division of labor still resonates in 2018 in the graduate studies of doctoral candidates
pursuing L2 writing-related research foci. In many cases, the dearth of required courses and
faculty members training in L2 writing are reflective and instagative of this division as well.
However, the development and infrastructure of the field did offer the graduate student
participants vital ethos as they justified their decisions to take coursework in other departments,
craft new specialized exams, and/or craft empirically driven dissertation projects. Their
responses echo recent professional narratives in the field, such as that of Chamcharatsri (2017),
who noted that “through the scholarship of L2 writing, I am fortunate to locate my ground on
which to construct my scholarly identity” (p. 42). They also exemplify Matsuda’s (2013)
argument that the sustenance of the field of L2 writing would benefit graduate students working
to “establish themselves in respective disciplinary and institutional contexts” (p. 450). In the case
of Masha and Lena, the field proved vital to their work in multiple disciplinary and institutional
contexts.
While the graduate student participants used the field of L2 writing to justify their
multilingual-focused research practices, more established scholars posited that the field still
needed to excogitate more critically how specialists professionalize in L2 writing. As a writing
program administrator and professor, Anjelica felt that questions of professionalization were
critically germane to both her research on programmatic assessment and her training of graduate
students in the field. When I asked her what questions she hoped the field would consider in the
future, she was quick to say:
Right now I’m curious whether the field of L2 writing is completely professionalized. I
want to find out. And how do we know about that? What is the evidence? Do we have to
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do more research? Do we have to publish more? So what direction the field should go?
This is my question. Because I remember that ten years ago I think that Paul Matsuda and
Dwight Atkinson asked whether we’d even still have the field of L2 writing. So what is
exactly right now the status quo of the field, and how do we professionalize in it?
Although this interview was conducted before the publication of Professionalizing Second
Language Writing (Matsuda, Snyder, & O’Meara, 2017), Anjelica’s response here parallels
many of the preponderant questions offered (and at times unanswered) by the collection’s
contributors. As the former editor of the field’s flagship journal, the JSLW, Tardy (2017) asks,
“to what extent can the JSLW sustain this widening of topics and research methodologies within
a fairly specialized area while retaining a dedicated readership?” Considering attempts to
develop and grow the field, Kim (2017) also questioned how specialists might navigate the task
of “identifying and creating a community of students interested in L2 writing” (p. 58) in
departments enrolling graduate students in myriad disciplines (from rhetoric and composition to
creative writing). Considering these questions raised by Tardy and Kim, Anjelica’s responses
demonstrated that she was able to perceive the division of labor in light of its impact on both her
and her L2 writing colleagues’ abilities to professionalize in the field and raise up new
professionals.
Similarly, Damian viewed metadisciplinary discourse on professionalism as vital to
working across the disciplinary division of labor. He believed that the field had succeeded in
bringing awareness to teachers and researchers in multiple disciplines about the needs of
multilingual writers, but he felt that specialists still needed to pin down the field’s sociopolitical
stances in order to more effectively accomplish their goals, as highlighted in what follows:
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Despite this awareness of ethical issues and the field's need to advocate for L2 writers,
one thing
that I think the field is going to need to move towards is an increased critical awareness
of itself and understanding that what we're doing is not politically or ideologically
neutral, because no teaching is politically or ideologically neutral. I think we need to
become more aware of where our biases are in these regards, and what it means for how
we do what we do, and to welcome in an alternative use.
Damian’s argument here echoes that of Kubota (2017), who claims that critical language
scholars must consider teachers’ “ideological or political inclinations” (p. 210) in consideration
of how they “develop, alter, or rearrange their identities, especially when they are confronted by
ideological conflicts or other ethical challenges” (p. 214). Damian recognized the political
positionality of all L2 writing work, and he felt that the field of L2 writing needed to extend
critical discussions about its ideological stances in order to more adequately help teachers
negotiate ethical issues in their particular contexts and justify their research’s sociopolitical
positioning. Damian had typically drawn from the field of critical applied linguistics to articulate
his own personal stances on various L2 writing-related issues, although he described his identity
as a critical applied linguist and as an L2 writing specialist as distinctly separate. Still, he
believed that frank, political, and metadisciplinary conversations were crucial to convincing
specialists of related fields and disciplines to take up questions of L2 writing in their teaching
and scholarship.
In this section, I have explicated the unique ways that these interview participants viewed
the field of L2 writing in relation to multiple disciplines. While some participants projected
optimism concerning the their potential to work across the boundaries engendered by the
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division of labor, others viewed it as an obstacle to productive discourse with others in their
discipline/the field of L2 writing, to their graduate training, and/or to their efforts to
professionalize in the field. To explicate the transdisciplinary identities of L2 writing specialists
per my operationalized definition discussed in Chapter Two, then, requires me to consider the
specialists’ perception of this division alongside their efforts to mitigate the problems incited in
consequence to it. As I discussed in Chapter Two, my operationalized definition of
transdisciplinarity identities draws from related disciplines, positing that transdisciplinary
identities are constructed by individuals’ attempts to foment commensurability as well as combat
post-disciplinarity (Fairclough, 2005). In consideration of this definition, I will in what follows
discuss the ways that my participants sought to further their own disciplines by drawing from
their identities as L2 writing specialists.
5.2 The pursuit of commensurability through networking
Although every interview participant described her or his work as spanning multiple
disciplines, the ways that they perceived their identities as L2 writing specialists were highly
contingent on the extent to which they felt that they could successfully participate and further
conversations in their discipline(s) and/or the field of L2 writing. All 11 interview participants
found it necessary to communicate both their own research as well as the broader corpus of L2
writing scholarship to their colleagues in associated disciplines. These aims were most evident
when participants talked about the groups with whom they chose to network, either at the macro
level (e.g., through conference attendance, via listservs) or the local level (in one’s department,
across the institution).
Many participants described their decisions about which conferences to attend as
especially political and reflective of their aspirations for commensurability among multiple
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disciplines. Luke’s choice to attend multiple conferences mirrored his graduate coursework, for
he referred to his training as spanning the “two different worlds” or Rhetoric and Composition
and TESOL/Applied Linguistics. He chose to attend conferences associated with each. This was
not without its challenges; Luke recalled:
When I went to TESOL-related conferences, I was constantly attending writing sessions,
although I tried to diversify myself by attending other sessions as well, and I began to see
the same people at different sessions, and so we kind of networked that way. At the
composition conference, there were very few people who were doing L2 writing; because
of the lack of L2 perspective, I have to kind of amplify my own identity position, and
then do the same thing that I did in graduate classes: talk to people, raise the awareness,
ask questions, that kind of stuff.
This dual critique mirrored the symbiotic work described in the professional literature on L2
writing at the time (Santos, 1998; Silva, Leki, & Carson, 1997), as L2 writing specialists
dedicated considerable effort to justifying their research in both second language and
composition studies. Luke further recalled, “I had to say I’m not an outsider at writing
conferences. This is what I do here. And then at language conferences, where writing was
neglected, I also had to emphasize that as well.” Luke also noted that—while his choices about
which conferences to attend were political—they were mostly grounded in his desire to conceive
or continue dialogue on L2 writing-related issues with multiple disciplinary communities. He
contended, “It’s really not so much about the conference. The conference is just a site of
conversations. It’s the networks that form that change how I present myself and interact with
people.”
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In a similar manner, Alexander attended academic conferences in order to encourage
various disciplines to consider L2 writing issues. When discussing his decision-making processes
regarding which conferences to attend, Alexander offered the following aside:
Now, every conference has its own focus. So you get a conference like CCCC and
basically, they’re about native speakers writing English in the United States. So if you
want them to do more on Second Language Writing, you gotta push. And you have to put
it in terms that they understand.
However, he felt that the growing infrastructure of individuals working on L2 writing-related
research proved the value of (both his own and that of other L2 writing specialists’) concerted
efforts to raise awareness of the needs of multilingual writers at these conferences. He further
explained:
But the committees, the intersections and the standing groups at CCCC and at TESOL are
very important too because those are organizations with lots of members and they’re
where people who don’t know too much about the field can join and learn about it. So
they’re really good feeder organizations into the field. They also have active listservs, so
if somebody is new to the field and they have a question, they can send something to
either of those listservs and get really good responses back from people who know what
they’re talking about. And that’s probably not as obvious as the Journal or the
Symposium, but I think it’s just as important.
In many cases, Alexander had worked to create or lead these groups, and his willingness to do so
was reflective of his larger goal of bringing people from across disciplines into the field.
For many participants, the SSLW also functioned as an important space for growth and
metadisciplinary dialogues about the field’s current research and future directions. Luke
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described the SSLW as operating within “the big area of overlap” in Matsuda’s (1998) symbiotic
model of the field of L2 writing, for the conference offered an important space for scholars from
across disciplines to both discuss their research and network with L2 writing specialists from
across disciplines. Anjelica similarly reflected on SSLW as “a chance to meet with prominent
figures in the field and learn to get to know them and understand their work.” In the same vein,
Damian commented that “SSLW is the conference I go to most often, probably because it’s one
of the most welcoming bunch of people that I've ever been with.”
Thus for many participants, SSLW served as a transdisciplinary space for scholars across
disciplines to further L2 writing-related work in a friendly setting, while disciplinary conferences
such as CCCC, AAAL, and TESOL served as spaces for L2 writing specialists to both network
and further L2 writing conversations in particular disciplines. For a few participants, however,
the latter took precedence over the former. Dominik argued that L2 writing specialists,
particularly those in the L2 writing standing groups described by Alexander, have been working
under a “siege mentality” that isolated them from the broader disciplines. This positionality
motivated Dominik to distance himself from those groups for several years while still selfidentifying as an L2 writing specialist. He explained:
For a long time, one of the decisions I made—and in some ways it was by default—
probably for close to a decade I did not go to SSLW. I stayed away. I recently started
going again, and I’ve really enjoyed it. But I will also continue to go to CCCCs. I will
also continue to go to rhetoric conferences, where people are like, ‘is what you’re talking
about rhetoric?’ Because I think I’ve found a way to talk about [L2 writing] in a way that
makes sense strategically without compromising my own scholarly sense of integrity.
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Dominik’s discussion here diverges from most conversations in the professional literature that
discuss the relationship between conference attendance and professionalization in L2 writing.
When Kim (2017) discussed her reasoning for attending specific conferences, for example, she
noted a desire to attend conferences related to both composition studies (such as CCCCs and
NCTE) as well as linguistics (such as AAAL and TESOL). Although she listed “my current
research projects and their intended audiences” (p. 61) as one factor that influenced her decision
to generally attend only AAAL and TESOL, geographical and fiscal limitations served as the
preponderant motivators for her general selection of these two conferences. Similarly, Silva
(2013) has noted the “increasingly important role” (p. 434) that L2 writing research plays in
myriad conferences, including SSLW, CCCCs, AAAL, TESOL, and the Symposium on EFL
Writing Teaching and Research (China), indicating that all serve as valuable avenues for
professionalizing in the field. Dominik’s choice to attend conferences outside of those commonly
attended by L2 writing specialists as delineated above—as well as his decision to abstain for
some time from presenting at SSLW—indicates how L2 writing professionals might perceive
networking as fraught with political repercussions and/or inhibitive of expanding the scope of the
field into novel disciplinary dialogues.
Celeste also opted not to attend SSLW, but she was an active member of an L2 writing
group of a larger professional organization. Although she perceived her work as
interdisciplinary, she especially wanted to distance herself from conferences or communities that
she felt would marginalize her work in L2 writing as overly idiosyncratic or language focused.
She even stated, “when I put my proposals into Cs, I often will not put language as one of the
things even though they are all about language, because I want to think about, I don't think it
serves, at least not the students here.” Rather, Celeste aspired to have a central voice in the
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broader conversations occurring in both rhetoric and composition and writing program
administration. She continued:
It seems to me that the research and the knowledge in the field of L2 writing is really
useful for these kinds of discussions and thinking about, ‘What is this experience of
higher education in the US? What is it? What should it be? What can it be?’ It just strikes
me that it's really important for L2 writing specialists, people who know about the things
that we know about as a field to be at those conversations.
This meant networking with people in Rhetoric and Composition, WPAs, and colleagues from
across departments at her institution. Conversely, her networking with other L2 writing
specialists was largely limited to her participation in an L2 writing group at a professional
organization.
Study participants also sought commensurability through networking at the local level. At
her institution, Celeste often hosts discussions over coffee with scholars in other disciplines, as
well as within rhetoric and composition, in order to help them understand the needs of
multilingual writers in their classrooms. She referred multiple times to her attempts to bring
“humanities” people broadly into discussions about L2 writing, hoping to expand her
institutional influence beyond first-year composition. For Masha, work at the local level meant
1) convincing her colleagues in education to care about writing and 2) discussing language issues
with doctoral students in composition studies. She often invited her education colleagues to take
positions working at her institution’s writing center and attend professional development
workshops on how to teach writing. She also hosted workshops for composition colleagues on
teaching language and syntax, and she taught the rhetoric and composition students in the writing
center how to provide appropriate and contextualized feedback on grammar.
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Many of Damian’s colleagues teaching writing in an EFL context came from disciplinary
backgrounds such as creative writing and literature, and these instructors often felt ill prepared to
work in classrooms populated primarily with L2 writers. After being hired at the institution,
Damian noted:
The administrators are happy that I'm here, I think my colleagues are oftentimes confused
by what I do because it doesn't fit into their disciplinary kind of preference, so I'll just say
that I understand that I'm needed in the most positive way. I am well used here. I am
often given the opportunity to interface and to collaborate with other departments on
campus; I've done a lot of things here that I never thought I would do in a position like
this.
In many cases, Damian felt that his training across disciplines had prepared him to work with
colleagues across disciplines, considering how he might find allies in multiple departments and
articulate the needs of multilingual students to administrators, teachers, and other faculty
members. His efforts to build local networks outside of L2 writing or even TESOL/Composition
studies parallels the narratives of other specialists. Saenkhum (2017) recently described her own
success in forging constructive relationships/alliances with a faculty mentor and a department
head so as to navigate the tenure and service expectations at her institution. Crusan (2017) even
discussed her success in forging writing and professional support groups to maintain healthy
perspectives on her own L2 writing research and teaching.
Masha’s, Damian’s, and Celeste’s emphases on their sociopolitical motivations for
advocacy at their institutions parallel that of three of Lee’s (2013) participants, Cindy, Iris, and
Alice, who positioned themselves as “agents of change” (p. 339) at their institutions. Lee
characterized her participant Cindy as a change agent by relating her self-described practices of
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sharing her teaching strategies and hosting professional development workshops. In a similar
manner, Iris reported feeling more confident and empowered to share her philosophy of writing
instruction with her colleagues after completing a course on teaching writing, and Alice later
perceived herself as a mentor to fellow teachers struggling with writing instruction. Masha,
Damian, and Celeste all self-reported similar behaviors as they advocated for multilingual
students at their institutions, but they did so by drawing from their own research as much as their
pedagogical practices. Celeste’s desire to convince her colleagues to read the JSLW, Damian’s
work to establish multimodal writing support for his institution, and Masha’s offering of
professional development workshops on language issues all reflect a critical desire to
communicate the larger body of L2 writing scholarship to one’s colleagues—not only one’s
teaching practices.
As the findings show, networking plays a vital role in the ways that L2 writing specialists
construct transdisciplinary identities. All participants felt that networking enabled them to further
vital, professional conversations about L2 writing in their disciplines. Their efforts to connect
with individuals from across their disciplines and local contexts reveal their aspirations to
witness the field expand beyond FYC or certain EFL contexts, such as Dominik’s participation
in rhetoric conferences and Damian’s in local, Asia-Pacific conferences. In addition, not all
participants felt the need to network with other L2 writing specialists at the macro-level or even
attend the field’s flagship conference, SSLW. This suggests the limits of the field’s work to
bridge the disciplinary division of labor. Finally, no participants wished to see the field of L2
writing enveloped by a single discipline, nor did they aspire to jettison all disciplinary
boundaries.
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5.3 Participants’ perspectives of disciplinary and field boundaries
In this section, I relate the perspectives of my participants related to the dissipation of
disciplinary boundaries: discussions about which each specialist mentioned organically when
describing the field of L2 writing as well as the research foci they hoped the field would address
in the future. As I discussed in Chapter Two, the serial appearance of the term transdisciplinary
in current L2 writing literature has often been used as a means for describing the boundaries of
the field of L2 writing; it is especially employed in response to individual researchers’ distaste
for work viewed as post-disciplinary. For example, authors such as Matsuda (2013) and Tardy
(2017) used the term to challenge the notion that the field of L2 writing overlapped or is
enveloped within a single discipline, movement, or knowledge enterprise.
The participants in this study expressed similar concerns, connecting their identities as
specialists to their aspirations to combat influences from outside the field that they perceived as
neo-liberal or reductive. Participants reporting the longest histories of association with the field
of L2 writing were often the most frank in their discussion of its disciplinary boundaries.
Alexander, for example, had dedicated a significant portion of his career to establishing and
building the field, and he lamented that calls for the dissipation of disciplinary boundaries
originated in the same disciplines that isolated L2 writing specialists initially:
People get a little vexed about it—people who are in Second Language Writing—and
someone says, ‘You know, you really shouldn’t have that field anymore, you just be part
of Rhetoric and Composition.’ That would have been nice years ago if Rhetoric and
Composition was interested in us, but at this point we’ve made our own thing, and no
thank you.
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Participants still in their doctoral programs also mentioned these issues, but they did so
tentatively. Masha, for example, had this to say about her skepticism of translingual scholarship:
It’s a hard thing to say publicly. It’s considered a pretty conservative line to do. Yet it’s
like, ‘help me get my head around this.’ Like, how would that work? What benefit is that
to those students who are trying so hard to develop their language command?
As veteran members of the field, Alexander, Luke, and Dominik felt the need to help the
broader community of L2 writing specialists maintain flexibility and adaptability as the field
considered new professional, academic, cultural, and geographical contexts while still
maintaining its focus on the needs of multilingual writers. Luke reflected this in the following
terms:
In general, I think the field is concerned with anything that has to do with people who are
writing in languages that they did not grow up with...Continuing to study the identity of
the field is important to making it sustainable… I think the definition of the field is
closely related to the situatedness of each researcher. And for some people, L2 writing is
all about English. And with other people L2 writing in any language is interesting. And
people who are working in China, they have a particular teaching issues and issues of
how different fields are recognized or not recognized. So you know, the best definition is
something that’s flexible and not necessarily defined L2 writing once and for all for
everyone.
In a similar manner, Dominik linked the field’s disciplinary flexibility to its language-focused
axiological purpose. He recalled:
There have been times when it synthesized work from computer assisted language
learning. There have been times when it has synthesized work for Foreign Language
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English Teaching. And it tries to synthesize all of those fields in a way that has the very
pragmatic and admirable goal of trying to equip L2 writers with the tools they need to
negotiate academic, workplace, and other contexts as successfully as possible.
In these cases, flexibility and transdisciplinarity were viewed as an asset to the field as long as
the research and discussions of the field remained grounded in a dedication to L2 writers. It is
important to note that these definitions often referenced and/or combatted Canagarajah’s (2013)
claim that the field of L2 writing should be enveloped by composition studies more generally, an
argument clearly still on the minds of many specialists. Instead, the participants always worked
to distinguish between multilingual and monolingual students, and they all explicitly recognized
the boundaries of both languages and disciplines.
A growing concern was instead espoused among L2 writing specialists that translingual
scholarship threatened the axiological purposes of L2 writing, and many participants echoed the
concerns of Atkinson et. al. (2015) about such inquiry. For example, many participants worried
that the transient, boundaryless notions of language ascribed to by translingual scholars would
transmogrify L2 writing by blurring its foundation as a field dedicated to language. In a broader
sense, specialists felt that they must always urge caution against any movement that claimed to
supersede, envelop, or eliminate the need for the field of L2 writing, translingual or otherwise.
Matthias framed this goal in the following terms:
People in the field of composition, they like to jump on that bandwagon pretty quickly,
like really quickly! So for example, one year people may have a few presentations on
translingual writing. And the next year, the year after that, almost the whole conference
had a presentation on translingual writing. And it just faded away. So it’s like a fad, for
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some reason, for compositionists to jump on the bandwagon as well as jump off pretty
quickly.
Alexander offered a similar viewpoint as it related to any movement that claimed to supercede
L2 writing:
Well, what happens is, you know, something new comes out, and we follow shiny
objects. And I mean, being a small field and being a relatively new field, I think we
should be like a sponge and absorb everything we can, but make decisions on whether
that’s useful for us or not. So, I think I guess it’s just the tendency that people tend to
follow bandwagons, and I don’t feel that that’s the most productive way. I mean, you
generate all this literature on a particular area like Second Language Writing and all of a
sudden somebody says, ‘That’s not what we’re doing anymore.’ I’ve never advocated
anything as ‘the way to go.’ I’ve always been eclectic in this sense. I know what my
situation call for and what can I take from different areas that’s going to be useful to me.
This tempered act of juxtaposing new trends in rhetoric and composition with the history of
scholarship on related strands of research in L2 writing framed the identities of nearly every
participant. Still, an identity as “mitigator” between the purposes of L2 writing and other fields
was crucial to the ways that participants confronted post-disciplinarity.
A few participants expressed concern that the field had defended the value of its
professional infrastructure (such as the JSLW) and identifiers (such as the term L2) at the
expense of ecumenical relationships between composition studies and L2 writing. Dominik
argued:
When CCCCs started paying a little more attention to writing done by multilingual
students and they didn’t pay attention in the same terms that L2 writing folks had been
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paying attention to them, that created conflict and it created anxiety and to me that’s
inevitable. I saw it as a good thing. I saw it as evidence that the kinds of conversations
that we had long been trying to have in workshops, in panels, with publications, that
those had finally gotten some traction. And what we were seeing was an evolution around
the conversation with L2 writing.
Celeste similarly mused, “I don’t want to be like, ‘no disciplines,’” before stating that L2 writing
specialists should make more concerted efforts to situate their research at the center of
composition studies. Similarly, Anjelica’s summed up her opinions on the issue with the
statement: “I just want us to have a productive conversation.”
Alexander reflected a general perception of arguments against the deletion of the term L2
as well as the cross-pollination of research between L2 writing and translingualism as valid and
important, but like Dominik, he was careful not to allow such arguments to circumscribe his
work to mend and extend the relationship between L2 writing and compositions studies. He
joked:
Anyway, it’s evident to me that things have grown exponentially and people are having
serious conversations. And in a sense, the idea or the challenge from translingualism
shows that, in fact, the field is for real. I mean, when you have competitors, it suggests
that you are a competitor also. It’s like ‘CCCC discovers other languages.’
As the findings show, L2 writing specialists largely feel that calls to eliminate the boundaries of
L2 writing—Canajaragah’s (2013) or otherwise—posed significant challenges to their work as
L2 writing specialists; efforts to confront, address, or reconcile these influences played a key role
in the ways that these participants constructed identities as specialists. Participants’ major
arguments against the dissipation of the field of L2 writing, as well as the movement of
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translingual writing, were rooted in their belief that the field necessarily existed to serve
multilingual writers in academic, public, and cross-contextual spheres.
5.4 Conclusions
This chapter related L2 writing specialists’ perspectives on the disciplinary division of
labor in its present form. As discussed in the first part of the chapter, each participant viewed the
field as working across disciplines, yet she or he often perceived her or his own place in the
field/disciplines as politically charged in consequence to the disciplinary division of labor.
Such lack of political neutrality shaped the participants’ identities in two major ways.
First, all participants sought to serve as bridges between their disciplines and the field of L2
writing, even if those efforts to forge connections caused them to feel isolated from one or more
professional communities. This was most apparent when participants described their networking
strategies. Participants’ decisions to attend or abstain from SSLW, CCCCs, AAAL, and other
disciplinary and specialized conferences were reflective of their aspirations for participation with
these groups as well as the extent to which they felt that such participation would evoke
productive discourse between a discipline and L2 writing research. At the local level, all
participants suggested that advocating for multilingual writers at their institution through
conversations with either instructors outside of the field or new graduate students was an
important way that they performed their identities as L2 writing specialists.
Second, participants perceived the division of labor through their own struggles
positioning and selecting methodologies for research in such a way as to reach both disciplinary
and field audiences. Some participants viewed historical and metadisciplinary inquiry concerning
the field of L2 writing as vital to conducting transdisciplinary work. Others opted to instead
frame their field, research, and pedagogies using terminology and methodologies common to
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their disciplines, even if such choices isolated their work from certain communities of L2 writing
specialists.
This positioning proved crucial for how the participants approached discussions and
research foci they found as indicative of post-disciplinarity. As I described in Chapter Two, postdisciplinarity has been defined as the notion that the boundaries (axiological, institutional, or
otherwise) between fields and disciplines are generally unnecessary or unproductive for
engagement and participation in academic discourse and research. Post-disciplinary research has
not been defined explicitly by L2 writing scholarship, but scholars in related fields have
conceptualized post-disciplinary scholarship as that which avoids the “thorny theoretical and
methodological problems involved in transcending disciplinary boundaries” (Fairclough, 2005,
p. 53), usually by introducing new terminologies and theoretical lenses for extant discussions in
myriad disciplines. While some participants of this study contested or questioned research they
perceived as problematic in this way outright, others felt the need to study and occasionally
adopt the new terminology of such research with the goal of redirecting post-disciplinary
conversations to account for the well-established and empirically rigorous body of L2 writing
scholarship.
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Chapter Six: Conclusions
“I believe having a label for this [L2 Writing] identity position is important in legitimizing the
work that we do, even though no label can accurately and completely capture the complexity of
our identities.”
—Paul Kei Matsuda, 2017, p. 241
The goal of this study was to investigate how L2 writing specialists construct identities as
teachers and researchers in relation to the field of L2 writing. I first considered how individual
L2 writing specialists constructed identities as teachers and researchers by considering the
specific contextual, sociopolitical, and disciplinary factors that influenced their negotiation of
these identities. In Chapter Five, I linked my participants’ discursive processes of identity
formation/negotiation to a larger conversation about the field of L2 writing in which participants’
self-reported perceptions of their identities in relation to the continued existence of the
disciplinary division of labor (Matsuda 1998) and their personal networking practices
engendered important insights about the transdisciplinary epistemology of the field.
Transdisciplinary identity was defined as a social construction shaped by an individual’s
discursive practices, intellectual background, and sociopolitical positioning; it is continually
negotiated as specialists seek to further the scholarship of multiple disciplines while
simultaneously combating aims for the dissipation of disciplinary boundaries. This study has
sought to elucidate how transdisciplinary identities are consequently constructed in relation to
specialists’ present situations, historical selves, and—most critically—the field of L2 writing by
first analyzing how such specialists construct identities as teachers and researchers. I have
proposed a symbiotic relationship between teacher and researcher identities that is contingent on
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myriad factors, and I offer new insights concerning how transdisciplinary identities are
constructed in relation to multiple disciplines.
6.1 L2 writing teacher and researcher identities: A symbiotic relationship
When investigating how L2 writing teachers construct identities across institutional
contexts and beyond FYC, the findings show that many L2 writing specialists do claim to
possess identities as both language teachers and writing teachers (Racelis & Matsuda, 2015),
although the ways that they construct and perform these identities are often highly contingent on
participants’ disciplinary backgrounds and departmental situations. Survey results revealed that
the majority of L2 writing specialists from across teaching situations do claim identities as
language teachers and writing teachers, but they often did not feel equally confident about those
identities. Interview results expanded on these findings. Critical to the performance of language
teacher identity in particular was participants’ definition of what constituted a multilingual
writer, as well as her or his training in teaching lexicogrammatical, syntactical, or other linguistic
topics salient to the teaching of multilingual writers. Celeste, for example, did not feel qualified
to describe herself as a language teacher, despite teaching writing to multilingual students and
taking graduate coursework germane to such topics. Dominik reported that the curriculum for
each of his courses—from FYC to graduate seminars on classical rhetoric—was grounded in
conversations of language, but he did not ascribe to an identity as a language teacher due to his
lack of emphasis on improving students’ syntactic fluency or general proficiency in their writing
in English. Interview participants from backgrounds in education, TESOL, and second language
studies conversely professed strong identities as language teachers, perceiving their identities as
writing teachers and L2 writing teachers as overlapping with or even enveloped by a broader
language teacher identity. Participants who did not identify at all as language teachers came from
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the discipline of Rhetoric and Composition, but not all participants with disciplinary
backgrounds and/or departmental positions in rhetoric and composition felt uncomfortable
defining themselves as language teachers. Instead, access to coursework on teaching language
and present student populations proved more influential in determining a specialist’s
comfortability with ascribing to an identity as a language teacher.
While second language writing teacher identity has been described as a “balancing act
between being a language teacher and a writing teacher… shaped by beliefs about writing
instruction, which is in turn influenced by their own learning experience and disciplinary
alignment” (Matsuda, 2017, p. 241), the results of this study have highlighted the ways that this
balancing act persists in and out of FYC. The majority of interview participants claimed these
identities even when in administrative positions or academic appointments that precluded them
from teaching sections of FYC or courses enrolled by multilingual students—constructing
identities as teachers in relation to both their disciplinary training and also to their participation
in current or aspirational professional communities (disciplinary or L2 writing). A few interview
participants claimed dissonance from individual writing teacher and language teacher identities
due to their teaching of mostly upper-level undergraduate and graduate coursework, but still
professed strong identities as L2 writing teachers. When emphasizing beliefs about writing
instruction, most interview participants additionally reported similar teaching practices, yet their
conceptions of how such practices related to language and/or writing teaching also varied
greatly.
Beyond pedagogical beliefs about writing instruction and disciplinary alignment,
however, interview participants’ identities as language teachers, writing teachers, and L2 writing
teachers were further shaped by their research interests and/or current research projects.
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Participants often linked their teaching practices to the findings of current L2 writing research,
even if they resisted perceiving their own work as contributing to that corpus. Anjelica, for
example, did so by applying L2 writing research on assessment to her teaching of graduate level
courses on various topics. Celeste acknowledged that her own research was “all about language,”
but she purposefully chose avoid labeling her work as language-focused, and in turn did not
ascribe to an identity as a language teacher as well. These findings demonstrate that extant
notions of L2 writing teacher identity as influenced by “expressing expertise in teaching L2
writing, by avoiding an overemphasis on grammar, and by understanding the cultural issues that
multilingual students face” (Racelis & Matsuda, 2015, p. 213) be expanded to include the ways
that L2 writing specialists draw from L2 writing research (and their own research projects) when
teaching both inside and outside of FYC.
Interview participants’ identities as researchers also shaped the ways that they perceived
their work’s contributions to the field and/or their students. While full-time graduate student
participants expectedly described their research’s contributions as primarily salient to the needs
of multilingual writers at their local context, more experienced researchers viewed their work as
operating within a specific research niche in their disciplines and/or the field of L2 writing.
Those participants with the most extensive histories in the field were more likely to take on
research projects that were what would be called “metadisciplinary” in nature, because they were
primarily concerned with the sustainability and development of the field of L2 writing and/or its
relationships with its associated disciplines. These results expand upon conversations on
professionalization in L2 writing (Matsuda, Snyder, & O’Meara, 2017) and especially
corroborate Adkinson’s (2017) argument that research and scholarship are among the qualities
that make up the “very essence” (p. 30) of second language writing: each specialist interviewed
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discussed their research as a vital component of their L2 writing work. These results do suggest,
however, that success in conducting and disseminating research—even published, scholarly
research on L2 writing issues in peer-reviewed journals—does not guarantee that participants
will ascribe to full participation in the field of L2 writing or perceive themselves as L2 writing
researchers. Instead, interview participants’ confidence in their L2 writing identities was more
directly connected to their successes in publishing research that directly applied to and engaged
with their target audience(s). Luke, for example, purposely published in the major academic
journals of multiple disciplines in order to raise awareness of the needs of multilingual writers in
those disciplines, and his success in achieving that goal largely framed the ways that he
discussed his identity as a researcher. One of Eva’s aims as a researcher was to contribute to the
field of L2 writing, and her recent articles’ rejection from the JSLW precluded her from
confidently assuming an identity as an L2 writing researcher (despite having published multiple
times in refereed journals). L2 writing specialists’ identities as researchers are constructed
sociopolitically as they seek to contribute to specific academic communities of practice (Wenger,
1998) as well as “local, socio-educational contexts” (Duff, 2017, p. 173). Specialists were also
always concerned with the ways in which their scholarship benefitted multilingual writers,
mostly forging an overlapping and symbiotic relationship between their teacher and researcher
identities.
6.2 L2 writing specialist identities: Negotiation within/against a transdisciplinary field
This study extends what is currently known about L2 writing identity (teacher and/or
researcher) by speaking to what I view as the three major justifications in the current literature
(Lee, 2013; Racelis & Matsuda, 2015; Matsuda, 2017), for conducting research on L2 writing
identities. First, as Lee (2013a) has argued, attention to teacher identity proves vital to enabling
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(especially novice) L2 writing teachers to examine their practices in relation to “the ecology of
their work context” (p. 343). My study has shown that L2 writing specialists often initially
construct identities as both teachers and researchers in multiple disciplines—often seeking out
coursework, professional development, and collaboration with scholars from across disciplines in
order to improve their teaching and research in their immediate departmental and disciplinary
situations. This was especially the case with graduate student participants Lena and Masha, who
pivoted from their education programs to either conducting workshops with or taking extensive
coursework under scholars in rhetoric and composition. While studies of L2 writing teacher
identity have primarily emphasized the learning ecology of the writing teacher education
program or the instructional ecology of the FYC program when probing for contextual influences
on L2 writing teacher identity, this study has considered L2 writing specialists operating across
disciplines and within multiple professional and disciplinary communities. The results of this
study suggest that L2 writing specialists operate in a broad work context that necessitates the
discursive negotiation of one’s professional identity through a combination of teaching, research,
and advocacy work. I posit that the expansive lens through which specialists perceived their
participation within their local context and/or the field of L2 writing contributed to each
specialists’ perception of their work as politically steeped and perpetually multifaceted.
My study also addresses a second justification for identity research in L2 writing
delineated by Matsuda (2017). He averred that having a “label for this [L2 Writing] identity
position is important in legitimizing the work that we do” (p. 241) as both L2 writing teachers
and researchers; this study has analyzed how L2 writing specialists construct identities by
seeking legitimate peripheral participation (Lave & Wenger, 1991) in the field through discourse.
By operating at the periphery of multiple disciplines and the field of L2 writing, participants
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always sought to cohere the former with the latter—asserting the legitimacy of their work and
altering their discourse so as to advocate for that work’s value and contribution to specific
disciplinary communities of practice. Some participants felt that association with the field of L2
writing engendered opportunities for fuller participation in their respective departments and
disciplines. Others chose to disassociate from certain aspects of the field and/or abstain from
attending SSLW in their attempts to operate on the periphery of multiple disciplinary
conversations; this could involve shedding the term “L2” in thier research profiles and
publications (opting instead for terms such as “multilingual”), as well as attending conferences
outside of those associated with L2 writing, such as the Rhetoric Society of America (RSA)
conference. Surprisingly, interview data further reveals that a small but vocal group of selfidentifying L2 writing specialists no longer feels that direct discourse with other L2 writing
specialists (through the JSLW, at conferences, etc.) legitimizes their work, which explains in part
why some survey participants might have indicated that they never considered the work of the
JSLW when conducting their research. Foundational to the extent to which each participant chose
to associate and contribute to the field of L2 writing was her or his perception of her or his work
as addressing the continued existence of the disciplinary division of labor. The division of labor
now extends beyond composition studies and second language studies, manifesting itself across
the disciplines of education and TESOL. It has also extended across geographical contexts,
where writing support might be housed under intensive English programs (IEPs), broader
English departments, and/or recently-minted second language studies doctoral programs. I
propose that L2 writing specialists acknowledge, chart, and bridge the disciplinary division of
labor in order to construct and negotiate identities as L2 writing specialists.
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Finally, this study has shown how L2 writing specialists construct identities in relation to
a transdisciplinary field as researchers and teachers. Racelis and Matsuda (2015) suggest that
“with experience, teachers may be able to find a balance among multiple identities… This
prospect seems particularly important in transdisciplinary knowledge space” (p. 214). They
ultimately offer one example of what might constitute a transdisciplinary space—the language
and writing classroom—yet their use of the term transdisciplinary appears synonymous with that
of an interdisciplinary space—paralleling the nebulous employment of the term by Matsuda
(2013), Kim (2017), Tardy (2017), and others. This study has shown that work in a
transdisciplinary space and/or the forging of a transdisciplinary identity as an L2 writing
specialist is characterized by three major features: 1) concerted and sociopolitically motivated
efforts to account for the research (theories, methodologies, and conversations) of multiple
disciplines, 2) networking with one’s disciplinary colleagues external to the field of L2 writing,
and 3) a determination to excogitate the permeable yet extant axiological boundaries of the field
of L2 writing. To account for multiple disciplines, interview participants almost always
described intrinsically-motivated decisions to take coursework outside of their discipline when
pursuing their graduate studies; this involved composition specialists taking coursework on
research methods in applied linguistics, or TESOL specialists taking rhetoric and composition
courses from an English department. Interview participants often attended workshops and/or
engaged in collaborative projects with researchers from differing disciplinary backgrounds, and
they generally sought to perform their identities as L2 writing specialists by vocalizing their
training and research experiences in multiple disciplinary communities.
When networking, many specialists perceived the SSLW and the JSLW as a
transdisciplinary space for their issue-driven research (Matsuda, 2013), but they viewed their
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connections with those outside of the field as equally (or considerably more) important to their
identities as specialists. Establishing allies in other disciplines at one’s “local, socio-educational
context” (Duff, 2017, p. 173) and building bridges between departments became the
quintessential indicators of participants’ self-described performances of their L2 writing
specialist identities. Participants also concatenated their scholarship and research agendas to their
aspirations to raise awareness about the needs of multilingual writers to those outside of the field.
Most interview participants additionally felt that the field as a whole needed to address
scholarship that threatened its axiological purpose, and they balked at the notion that the field
could be enveloped by a single discipline. The most commonly cited of such scholarship was
Canagarajah’s (2013) article, which several participants cited specifically as reductive along
these lines. Even though participants often viewed their L2 writing specialist identities as
extensions of their disciplinary identities, they were usually careful to specify that any move
toward “no disciplines” (as Celeste put it) would critically threaten the field’s existence and
effectiveness in improving the learning experiences of multilingual writers inside and outside of
the classroom. Grounded in these results, I posit that Fairclough’s (2005) notion of
transdisciplinarity does apply to the field of L2 writing, but that it must be expanded to account
for more than two disciplines. Transdisciplinarity in the field of L2 writing can only be achieved
if the field’s specialists both seek to translate their L2 writing training and research into efforts
for commensurability in the multiple disciplines associated with the field and work against postdisciplinary notions that would position the field of L2 writing within the scope of a single
discipline.
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6.3 Limitations and implications for future research
This study had several limitations that must be addressed. Although this study was
conducted over the course of a year and pulled from multiple data sources, I relied exclusively
upon self-reported data rather than in person observations or longitudinal case studies for this
study. Interviews were only conducted one time, and therefore cannot be taken as representative
of participants full development as specialists from their graduate studies through their
maturation in the field. In addition, while survey data was collected from participants across
geographical contexts, the majority of my survey and interview participants are presently
situated in North American contexts. This study also did not consider what Matsuda (2017) calls
the influence of “material reality” (p. 242) on L2 writing specialists identity, which could include
one’s embodied, physical appearance or social status. In consequence, further attention to the
political, racial, gendered, and colonial influences on the discourses of L2 writing specialists will
serve as a desideratum to continued research that investigates the ways that L2 writing specialists
construct, negotiate, and embody their professional identities. I am currently conducting a
collaborative project that interrogates how racial subject positioning impacts that the ways that
L2 writing specialists engage in professional and disciplinary discourse as they construct
transdisciplinary identities in relation to the field, for the teaching of writing in any colonial
language is an inherently racially-influenced practice (Motha, 2014). This project will offer
points of connection between L2 writing specialists’ ambivalence concerning their teaching of a
colonial language, self-described racial identities, discourse with their professional/departmental
peers, and ultimately their identities as teachers and researchers.
Longitudinal research is also necessary to more richly illuminate the ways that L2 writing
specialists transition between disciplines. This study, like that of Racelis and Matsuda (2015),
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relied upon self-reported data in order to draw conclusions about L2 writing specialist identities.
Case studies and ethnographic projects could consequently offer particularly rich insights about
the ways that L2 writing specialists enter the field initially, construct identities as L2 writing
teachers or researchers, and transition across institutional, geographical, and departmental
contexts by utilizing classroom observations and analyzing participants’ published and
unpublished research. To begin this work, I, another graduate student, and my advisor are
conducting a two-year autoethnographic study that considers how graduate students enter and
initially forge identities as L2 writing specialists. This study further seeks to investigate how new
specialists draw from their coursework and research in both L2 writing and in the disciplines
(such as rhetoric and composition, research methods in applied linguistics, and writing program
administration) when teaching sections of FYC specifically designated for multilingual writers
and embarking on new empirical projects.
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Appendix A: Survey questions
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Do you consider yourself an L2 writing specialist?
How long have you considered yourself an L2 writing specialist?
Are you a graduate student?
Please list the title of your current position (if any).
In which departments are you currently situated?
What is your educational background?
a. Doctoral degree in:
b. Master’s degree in:
c. Bachelor’s degree in:
7. In which geographical context are you currently situated?
8. Which conferences have you attended / hope to attend in the future?
9. In which journals have you published your work?
10. How would you rate your answer to the following statement: “The majority of my
research is relevant to the field of L2 writing”?
11. How would you rate your answer to the following statement: “L2 writing specialists
should have some training in Applied Linguistics research/theory”?
12. How would you rate your answer to the following statement: L2 writing specialists
should have some training in L2 composition theory/research”?
13. How would you rate your answer to the following statement: “I consider myself to be a
writing teacher”?
14. How would you rate your answer to the following statement: I consider myself to be a
language teacher”?
15. How would you rate your answer to the following statement: I try to correct the
grammatical and mechanical errors in my students’ writing”?
16. Are you currently working at a post-secondary institution?
17. Are you currently conducting research germane to the field of L2 writing?
18. What struggles (if any) do you face/have you faced when discussing your research with
your departmental colleagues?
19. How would you define an L2 writing specialist?
20. What opportunities have you pursued recently for professional development?
21. Briefly, how would you describe your approach to teaching writing?
22. Would you be willing to participate in a follow-up interview?
23. If yes, could you please provide your contact information?
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Appendix B: Interview questions
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Do you consider yourself an L2 writing specialist?
When did you first consider yourself to be an L2 writing specialist?
How did you become interested in second language writing?
Could you describe your training in the field of L2 writing?
Please describe your training in L2 writing (graduate studies, professional development,
post-doctoral positions, etc.)?
6. Once you graduated, did your research change? How so?
7. Positioning in the department: How do you see yourself in your department? How do
your colleagues view your role in the institution? Do your colleagues ever consult you
with questions about L2 writing-related issues? How would you describe these
interactions?
8. What courses do you currently teach? What student populations are you currently
teaching?
9. What kinds of research do you conduct at your institution?
10. Please describe how you see yourself as a teacher of writing. How do your teaching
strategies compare with those of your colleagues who also teach writing?
11. In what ways do you feel that you are contributing to the field of L2 writing.
12. What academic conferences have you attended? Why did you choose to attend those
conferences?
13. Have you published any of your research? If so, in what venues (particular books,
specific academic journals, periodicals, etc.) Why did you submit your work to those
venues?
14. What research topics/questions do you hope the field will consider in the future? Why?
15. Please describe the field of L2 writing. How is it distinct from other fields?
16. Do you have anything else you’d like to share?
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Appendix C: Coding scheme for discursive identities (Adapted from Fairclough, 2005)
Themes

Explanation

Examples

Participants’
perceptions of the
relationship between
their disciplines and L2
writing

Anytime a participant
described the field of L2
writing in light of one of their
disciplines.

“People in L2 studies really
didn’t and still don’t know too
much about writing. And people
in Rhetoric and Composition
really don’t know too much
about language or language
teaching. So that’s been my
general focus” —Alexander
“I think the specialties are
important, but I think sometimes
there's a danger in cutting
yourself off by how you label
your discipline. Or spending too
much time justifying that your
discipline should be a
discipline.” —Celeste
“[L2 writing specialists] wear a
lot of different hats. I was very
envious of other people who
were going through their
[education] program; the world
is very cut and dry for them.”
—Meiyi

Participants’
Networking Practices:

Through networking with
scholars in other disciplines at
the macro/professional level—

“At the composition conference,
there were very few people who
were doing L2 writing; because
of the lack of L2 perspective, I
This could include discourse at have to kind of amplify my own
conferences, via listservs, etc. identity position…” —Luke
“I will also continue to go to
rhetoric conferences, where
people are like, “is what you’re
talking about rhetoric?” Because I
think I’ve found a way to talk
about [L2 writing] in a way that
makes sense strategically without
compromising my own scholarly
sense of integrity.” —Dominik
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Through networking with
scholars in other disciplines at
the local/institutional level.

“I am well used here. I am often
given the opportunity to
interface and to collaborate with
other departments on campus”
—Damian

This could include
departmental meetings,
community activism, classroom “I really want to eventually get a
teaching, etc.
chance to go to more and more
conferences, listening to more
people, attending sessions...I
have a really huge interest in
learning about writing and then
bringing that into a classroom
and helping my students.” —
Lena
Any time participants
referenced/defined the
axiological boundaries
of the field of L2
writing

I coded any instance when
participants specifically talked
about the boundaries of the field
and/or a line of scholarship they
perceived as shaping/impacting
those boundaries, either
positively or negatively.

“Well, what happens is, you
know, something new comes out,
and we follow shiny objects. And
I mean, being a small field and
being a relatively new field, I
think we should be like a sponge
and absorb everything we can, but
make decisions on whether that’s
useful for us or not.” —
Alexander
“ And it tries to synthesize all of
those fields in a way that has the
very pragmatic and admirable
goal of trying to equip L2 writers
with the tools they need to
negotiate academic, workplace,
and other contexts as successfully
as possible.” —Dominik
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Appendix D: Participants’ response to the question, “How long have you considered yourself an
L2 writing specialist?” (N = 117):
Number of Years*

Percent/Number of Respondents

Less than 2 years

9.40% (11)

2-5 years

29.91% (35)

5-10 years

23.93% (28)

10-15 years

19.66% (23)

More than 15 years

17.09% (20)
N = 117

*These numbers indicate the length of time that my participants self-reported identifying as an
L2 writing specialists. The field of L2 writing is relatively young, and the field’s primary and
identifiable infrastructure, including the Symposium on Second Language Writing (SSLW) and
the Journal of Second Language Writing were incepted since the 1990s. Still, over one fourth of
participants identified with the field for more than ten years, over 10% since the start (or before)
of the field’s primary infrastructure. Not all survey participants answered this question,
explaining why N = 117 as opposed to the total number of participants (N = 140) listed above.
This also applies to Tables 2 and 3.
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Appendix E: Respondents’ self-identified current departmental situations (N = 117)
Department

Percent/Number of Participants

English

37.61% (44)

Education

1.71% (2)

Linguistics

1.71% (2)

Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL)

15.38% (18)

Intensive English Program

11.11% (13)

Rhetoric and Composition

10.26 (12)

Other

22.22 (26)
N = 117
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Appendix F: Respondents’ self-identified geographical contexts (N=124):
Geographical Context

Percent/Number of Respondents

Central and South Asia

2.42% (3)

East Asia

8.06% (10)

Europe

2.42% (3)

Middle East / North Africa

6.45% (8)

North America

78.23% (97)

Oceania

1.61% (2)

South America

0.81% (1)
N = 124
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